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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ty sREMS TO MAVE BEEN SUPPOSED in some quarters that 
the new rule with reference to actions in the Chancery 
Division ordered to be tried at assizes or at the London 
or Middlesex Sittings for trial by jury, has set at rest 
the question whether jury trials should take place 
in the Chancery Division. This is not the case. 
Qn Monday last the Master of the Rolls was moved, 
ina case of Warner v. Murdock, to try the case 
with a jury, but, upon the ground that Vice-Chancellor 
Hall had expressed an opinion extra judicially that 
there was no power in the judges of the Chancery 
Division to try with a jury, the Master of the 
Rolls refused the application. We understand that 
notice of appeal from this refusal has already been 
given, so that the question is likely to come before the 
Court of Appeal. 





A NEw Grievance has arisen at Judges’ Chambers. In 
the Queen’s Bench Division, where there are usually 
three or four clerks, the business has lately been 
transacted by a single clerk, whose desk is besieged by 
along queue of solicitors’ clerks, some of whom are 
compelled to fall out owing to lack of staying power on 
their own part, and others by lack of superhuman powers 
on the part of the assiduous but solitary occupant of the 
sweat of justice. This latter official is indeed to be pitied, 
for with only one pair of hands, he is expected to do the 
work of four. No wonder he is compelled occasionally to 
succumb to the severity of his labours. A correspondent 
of the Times speculates gloomily on the chance of this offi- 
cial being laid up by illness. We hope he will prevent 
any such unfortunate occurrence by going on strike be- 
fore he is utterly worn out; thus compelling the Treasury 
to take some steps to appoint “‘ officers of the court in 
the permanent civil service of the Crown” under section 
19 of the Judicature Act, 1873. Seriously, the state 
of things in the Queen’s Bench Division of the Judges’ 
Chambers has, for the last week or two, been scandalous. 
Applicants for summonses and orders are detained an 
Unreasonable time, and solicitors are subjected to great 
inconvenience by the prolonged absence of their clerks. 





We arx oan to find that a decision against which we 
have always protested has at last been formally reversed. 
In Re Dalgleish's Trusts (24 W. R. 53, L. R. 1 Oh. D. 
46), the learned Master of the Rolls, following the rule 
whieh he persists in applying to the language of statutes, 

a construction of section 34 of the Trustee Act, 
1850, which would have grievously restricted its tion. 


Shortly put, the question was whether under that 
section the court had power to make a vesting order 
in respect of lands subject to the trust when there was 
No person capable of making an effectual conveyance or 
assigament of such lands. The Master of the Rolls 








held that the power conferred by the earlier part of the 

section is limited by the words in the latter part of it 
that “ the order shall have the same effect as if the person 
or persons who before such order were the trustee or 

trustees (if any) had duly executed all proper convey-. 
ances and assignments of such lands for such estates.’’ 
The Court of Appeal yesterday held, in precise accord- 

ance with the view which we ventured to’ suggest (20 

Sorrctrors’ Journat, pp. 155, 467), that. these words 
‘were intended to define the operation of the vesting: 
order, and not to restrict the power of making it.” So 
far the decision of the court merely follows their pre- 
vious decision in Re Rathbone (24 W. R. 566, L. R. 2 
Ch. D. 483), in which the doctrine of the Master of the 
Rolls was virtually overruled. The importance of the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Dalgleish’s 
Trusts arises from the other point decided, viz., that 
after trustees have been duly appointed, but difficultyis 
found in conveying the trust estate to them, the court 
will, under section 32, re-appoint them for the mere pur- 
pose of affording a ground for the exercise of the power 
of vesting the property under section 34. The Master 
of the Rolls held, both in Re Driver’s Settlement (23 

W. R. 578) and in Re Dalgleish’s Trusts, that this could 
not be done. The Court of Appeal, in making the vest- 
ing order, at the same time made an order re-appointing 
as trustees the persons who had been already appointed 
under a power in the settlement. 





A PoInT oF LAw was decided on Saturday last by Vice- 
Chancellor Hall in a case of Hill v. Wormsley, and the 
decision is worthy of notice on two accounts: first, 
because it is an authority on a matter requiring 
authorities ; and, secondly, because the question involved 
is an admirable specimen of the effects of our English 
system of piecemeal legislation. To a lawyer the 
question and its decision may be stated very clearly and 
succinctly :—Leaseholds are not within Locke King’s 
Act. But to a layman it would be necessary to explain 
the decision in some such way as this :—Suppose a man 
has a freehold house which is subject to a mortgage, 
and by his will he gives it to his son, saying nothing 
about the mortgage, in that case the son must pay the 
mortgage out of his own money. If, however, the house- 
had been leasehold instead of freehold, then the person 
to whom the owner has left his money would have had 
to pay the mortgage for the benefit of the son. The 
layman would, no doubt, understand the statement thus 
made to him; but if he were to ask his informant the 
reason and sense of the thing, the best answer would be 
that it was long ago discovered to be a virtue for a man 
to refrain from exercising himself in matters that are 
too high for him. 

Seriously speaking, it is monstrous that, for the pur- 
pose of deciding the devisee’s right to exoneration, there 
should be any distinction between freeholds and lease- 
holds; and it is surprising that out of the perpetual 
crowd of lawyers in the House of Commons no one has 
endeavoured to remove this blot on the law. If the 
point kad been quite free from decisions, we could have 
understood its being left alone, as there is at least ground 
for thinking that Locke King’s Act is open to a contrary 
construction, But as long ago as 1864 Sir John Romilly, 
M.R., held, in Solomon v. Solomon (12 W. R. 540), that 
leaseholds were not within the statute; and since that 
time the matter does not appear to have been raised. 

We do not, of course, wish to be understood as 
objecting to any complexity in the law simply because 
it is complexity and not easily explainable to persons 
not lawyers. Complex the law must always be, but 
there are no blemishes so great as those caused by un- 
meaning distinctions resting on no principle. They are 
constantly liable to be overlooked in practice; and they 
ate constantly and necessarily defeating theintention of 
parties. If, for example, we assume that Locke King’s 
Act is framed so as to carry out the usual intention of 
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testators, then the exception of leaseholds from its opera- 
tion is a perpetual trap laid to defeat their intention. 





Iv WILL BE REMEMBERED that two or three years ago 
the case of Andrews v. Salt led to prolonged discussions 
on the power of the courts to interfere with the rights of 
the father with regard to the custody or education of 

his children, in which the rules of equity on this sub- 
ject were contrasted with the rules of the common law. 
Tt seemed to be fancied by some of the commentators on 
that case that the arms of the equity courts were long 
enough to reach the varying circumstances of every 
case, while common law, bound by tigid rules, was 
unable to stir a finger to promote the welfare of children 
afflicted with an unreasonable or immoral father. The 
fact, of course, is that this jurisdiction of courts of 
equity always has been restricted by rules, and it is a 
curious commentary on the observations to which we 
have referred that, in one of the first cases relating to 
the operation of section 25, sub-section 10, of the Judica- 
ture Act, 1873, on applications for habeas corpus, one of 
the common law divisions of the High Court appears, 
if we may judge from the newspaper reports, to 
have gone rather beyond the limits within which the 
courts of equity have confined their interference with the 
rights of the father. In Re Goldsworthy, before the 
Common Pleas Division on Monday last, on an applica- 
tion for a habeas corpus to restore a child to the custody 
of his father, the affidavits in opposition to the applica- 
tion are stated to have imputed to the father that he was 
an habitual drunkard, that he had been attended for 
incipient delirium tremens, that his language and 
treatment of his'wife were of a coarse and brutal descrip- 
tion, and that he had been guilty of adultery; but 
so far as appears from the reports of the case we have 
seen, the affidavits did not show very clearly that the 
misconduct (which was denied by the father) was of such 
a nature or so openly displayed in the presence of his 
children as to contaminate and corrupt their morals. 
Yet this must be clearly shown to induce a court 
of equity to interfere with the rights of the father. “It 
does not follow,” said Lord Cottenham, “ that because a 
husband’s conduct is such as to make his wife very 
unhappy, he is, therefore, to be deprived of the custody 
of his children” (In re Spence, 2 Phil. at p. 252). To 
warrant the court in taking the custody of children from 
their father his misconduct must be shown to have some 
reference to the management or education of his children 
(Ball vy. Ball, 2 Sim. 35). Even in the cases on which 
Lord Coleridge seems to have based his decision this 
principle was fully admitted. Thus in Wellesley v. Duke 
of Beaufort (2 Russ. 1), the ground for removing the 
daughter from the father’s custody was that he was 
living in open adultery, and as regarded the other children 
Lord Eldon expressly limited himself to the considera- 
tion of the father’s conduct as it affected them; and so 
limiting himself, he came to the conclusion that there 
had been grossly improper conduct on the part of the 
father towards his children. And in the case of In re 
Fynn (2 D. G. & Sm. 457) it is expressly stated that, 
before the court will interfere, ‘‘it must be satisfied that 
the father has so conducted himself as to render it, not 
merely better for the children, but essential to their 
safety or their welfare in some very serious and important 
that his rights should be interfered with.” It is 
obvious that a father may grossly misconduct himself 
without making it essential in some very important re- 
spect to the welfare of his children that they should be 
removed from him. The most abandoned man may 
conduct himself with propriety in the presence of his 





A quzetion of great importance to railway companies 
was, on Wednesday last, raised before the Railway Com- 








missioners in the case of Thomas v. North Staffordshire 
Railway Company, but it did not become necessary for 
the commissioners to decide it. The facts were sh 
these. The applicant was a potato merchant, and wished 
to have his potatoes delivered to him at a station called 
Tunstall, The company, using Tunstall asa mineral and 
passenger station only, had persisted in delivering the 
potatoes, and all other goods traffic except “ coals, brick, 
ironstone, and pig iron,” at a station called Longport, a 
mile and a half distant from Tunstall. As the company 
succeeded in proving that if their traffic to Tunstal] 
were to embrace “articles in every class” the exi 
siding accommodation would be overcrowded, and the 
running of passenger trains, which were very numerous, 
interfered with, the commissioners came to the conclu- 
sion that it was not “reasonable” that the company 
should deliver the potatoes at Tunstall, and gave judg- 
ment for the defendants accordingly, but without costs, 
But it had been part of the defence of the company 
“that they were entitled, on common law principles, to 
put such restrictions as they pleased on their occupation 
as carriers by railway,” and that they had “ the right of 
common carrier to refuse to carry goods, or any parti- 
cular kind of goods, to places to which the company was 
not in the habit of carrying.’ The commissioners, not 
for the first time (see also Innes v. London, Brighton, 
and South Coast Railway Company and South-Eastern 
Railway Company, 2 Nev. & Mac. at p. 162), intimated 
a strong opinion that the 2nd section of the Railway and 
Canal Traffic Act, 1854, “ extended the duties of railway 
companies beyond those of common carriers,” so that if 
the conduct of the North Staffordshire Railway Com- 
pany in refusing to deliver potatoes at Tunstall had been 
held by the commissioners to be “ unreasonable,” an 
injunction would no doubt have issued to the company 
to deliver potatoes at that “‘ mineral and passenger” 
station. 

The legal question, however, must come before the 
High Court sooner or later, and we will take the 
liberty of saying that we think that the liberal interpre- 
tation which the commissioners have put upon the 
statute is quite correct. That neither at common law, 
nor under the Railways Clauses Consolidation Act, a 
railway company can be compelled to carry otherwise 
than “according to their profession,” is undoubted 
(Johnson v. Midland Railway Company, 4 Ex. 367). 
But the words of the 2nd section of the Railway and 
Canal Traffic Act, 1854, are that ‘‘ every railway com- 
pany shall afford reasonable facilities for the receiving, 
forwarding, and delivering of traffic,” and looking to the 
expressive wideness of these words, to the mischief of the 
Act (the evils arising from amalgamations and consequent 
monopoly) and to the absence from the Act of 1854 of 
any clause similar to section 89 of the Railways Clauses 
Consolidation Act, whereby the liability of the com- 
panies does not extend farther than the ‘liability of 
common carriers, we have no doubt that the Act of 
1854 imposes a new liability on the companies, and does 
not merely provide a new procedure for enforcing old 
obligations. It is true, however (and this is rather a strong 
point for the companies), that the legal predecessors of 
the commissioners, the Court of Common Pleas, in 
Oxlade v. North-Eastern Railway Company (1 ©. B. 
N. 8. 454, 1 Nev. & Mac. 72), gave judgment for the 
defendants on the ground that they were not common 
carriers of coal, and therefore were not bound to carry 
coal for the complainant, but in that case the court 
seems to have considered itself bound by the decision in 
Johnson v. Midland Railway Company, which was & 
simple action for not carrying, and had not its attention 
called to the very pertinent question how far that 
decision could be brought to bear upon an application 
for an injunction to afford “ reasonable facilities” under 
an Act of very peculiar character passed five years after- 
wards. The dictum in Oxlade's case, therefore, we can- 
not but think to be incorrect. But as the question is one 
of law, it is not unlikely that the commissioners, not- 
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g their own opinion upon it, may consent to 
a case for the opinion of the High Court in a case 
qhere the legal defence is raised, and the commissioners 
to be against the company on the question of 
#segsonableness.” Whether a question is a question of 
jaw or not would seem to be for the commissioners 
qhemselves to decide, looking to the wording of section 
9g of the Railway Regulation Act, 1873 (see Central 
Pales and Caermarthen Junction Railway Company, 
gNev. & Mac. 199). 





OPTION TO PURCHASE. 


faou the frequency with which a clause giving the 
Jessee an option to purchase is inserted in leases of houses 
or plots of land, it may be conjectured that the conse- 
ces of the insertion of this provision are not always 
t to the minds of lessors. Those consequences 
result from the operation of the doctrine of conversion— 
a doctrine which, like many other equitable rules, has 
gone beyond the principle on which it was originally 
based. When the owner of real property has contracted 
to sell it, or has directed it to be sold, he may well be 
taken to have unequivocally declared his intention that 
it shall be personalty ; and equity, on the principle of 
considering that as done which ought to be done, treats 
the property as personalty. But it was a long step in 
advance of this principle when Lord Kenyon, M.R., in 
1785, held, in Lawes v. Bennett (1 Cox, 171), that a 
landowner who has merely given to another an option to 
purchase must be held to have so unequivocally declared 
his intention that the property to which that option re. 
lates shall be personalty that equity will treat it as 
enverted. The landowner must have been perfectly 
well aware that the option might never be exercised; 
ad he could hardly have based any definite intention 
om so uncertain an event. But the inconvenience of 
holding that, by the mere grant of the option, the 
perty was to be deemed to be completely converted 
atthe death of the owner would have been comparatively 
mall. Some injustice and frustration of the wishes of 
tetators would doubtless have occurred, but at all 
@ents every one would kaow, on the death of the land- 
owner, who was entitled to his property. But by the 
nleadopted by Lord Kenyon it was held that the rents, 
util the option was exercised, went to the heir or 
devisee, and only on the exercise of the option did the 
malconversion occur. It is little short of ridiculous to 
suppose that any landowner could intend to leave the ques- 
tion of whether and at what time a part of his estate 
thall be realty or personalty, whether it shall go to one 
| person or another, to the caprice of one of his tenants or a 
ranger; but so the rule was settled. Lord Eldon, while 
| wmitting (Townley v. Bedwell, 14 Ves. 590) that a 
great deal might be urged against the rule, and 
without alleging a single reason in its favour, thought 
| itbetter to follow “a decision precisely in point” (was 
érer judicial complaisance carried farther ?) ; and half a 
entury later Sir R. T. Kindersley, V.C., in Collingwood 
%Row (26 L. J. Ch. 649), intimated that, whatever 
doubts he might entertain as to the propriety of Lord 
Kenyon’s decision, he felt “bound to follow it.” And 
_ wby an affected reverence for an offhand decision of a 
judge who hardly ever wrote a judgment, we have 
_ ‘rived at a condition of the law which, under the 
_ ®lemn semblance of an anxious desire to carry out 
the wishes of owners of property, does really, in the 
FE Bajority of cases, defeat their most cherished purposes, 
It is true that in Drant v. Vause (1 Y. & O. O. 0.580), 
tad Emuss v. Smith (2 De G. & Sm. 722), Vice-Chan- 
_ @llor Knight Bruce made an effort to open a loophole 
_ nthe rule by holding that in cases where the property 
| Mbject to the option had been specifically devised, the 
-moneys should go to the persons who would 
enjoyed the property if the option had not been 
| @ercised. But his learned brethren on the bench, 


times remind the spectator of the !struggles of bees 
when a little light is let into the hive, made haste to 
narrow this opening. In both the cases before Vice- 
Chancellor Knight Bruce the will was made or re-pub- 
lished after the date of the contract by which the 
option was given; and this circumstance, which at all 
events in Emuss v. Smith, although mentioned, was 
not mainly relied on by that learned judge, was 
seized upon to restrict the operation of the rule. 
The principle of these cases, said Vice-Chancellor Wood 
(Weeding v. Weeding, 1 J. & H. 424), was that “when 
you find that in a will made after a contract giving 
an option of purchase, the testator, knowing of the ex- 
istence of the contract, devises the specific property 
which is the subject of the contract without referring 
in any way to the contract he has entered into, then 
it is considered that there is sufficient indication of an 
intention to pass that property to give to the devisee all 
the interest, whatever it may be, that: the testator had in 
it.” Where, however, the will containing the specific 
devise was made before the contract giving the option, 
you could not “assume an intention that the property 
should in any event be divided in the particular propor- 
tions as to value which existed at the date of the will.” 
The restriction thus imposed on the rule does not 
accord with the facts of actual life. Testators who are 
equity lawyers no doubt know the effect of the option, 
and may provide for it by making a new will or re-pub- 
lishing the former will; but the ordinary testator does 
not know that his will is affected ; he neither makes a new 
will nor re-publishes his old one, and he dies in the 
assurance that his land will go as he has devised it, 
wholly unaware that there is a stranger who, by 
writing half a dozen lines,can make a new will for 
him, A law cannot be reasonable under which 
such results as the following are possible :—The 
owner of a farm lets it on a twenty-one years’ lease, 
giving the lessee an option to purchase at any time 
during the term. The lessor has previously made his 
will, by which he devises all his real estate to his . 
daughter A., intending it as a provision for her, and all 
his residuary personalty to his daughter B., for whom 
he has provided on her marriage, for her separate 
use. The testator dies in the first. year of the 
lease, and at the time of his death he has no other 
real estate but the farm. A. enters into possessién 
of the rents and profits of the farm, and continues in 
possession of them for twenty years, dealing with the 
property as her own. The lessee then gives notice of 
his intention to exercises the option, and the purchase- 
money goes toB. Can auything be imagined more in- 
convenient than this state of things? And is there any 
reason why a rule followed with reluctance by eminent 
equity judges, often frustrating the intentions of 
testators and leading to annoyance and litigation, should 
not be altered by the Legislature ? 

In the meantime, it may perhaps be useful to draw 
attention to one or two precautions with reference 
to these clauses which seem obvious enough but 
experience shows are too often disregarded. In 
the first place, no professional adviser should 
allow his client to consent to the insertion of such 
a clause without warning him of the results. In 
the next place, considering the expense to which the 
fulfilment of the contract after the death of the testator 
may give rise—e.g., supposing he leaves infant devisees 
or heirs —it is desirable to provide very clearly that all 
costs and expenses incurred in carrying out the purchase, 
including the costs of any actions or proceedings neces- 
sary for this purpose, shall be borne by the intending 
purchaser. And, lastly, the intending purchaser should 
be careful to see that the provisions as to the notice to 
be given of the intention to exercise the option are 
sufficient to prevent any difficulty from arising in giving 
the notice. 








i Whose efforts, if we may respectfully say so, some- 
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ing of the words “are for the time being” in section 13 

THE RATING OF MINES UNDER THE ACT | of the Act, and it is, perhaps, to be regretted that the 

OF 1874. proviso in that section was not clearly confined to leases 


Two cases have been recently decided of interest to 
mineowners and ratepayers, as being the first to throw 
light upon the principles according to which the Rating 
Act of 1874 is to be carried out as regards the valuable 
property represented by mines. It has long been 
familiar law, though finally settled in the House of 
Lords only in 1871, by the case of Morgan v. Crawshay 
(20 W. R. 554, L. R. 5 E. & I. 304), that under the 
Statute of Elizabeth no mines in the occupation of 
lessees, with the exception of coal mines, were rateable, 
the rule being founded on the maxim Haupressio unius est 
exelusio alterius, inasmuch as coal mines are mentioned 
in that statute. An exception to this rule was, however, 
early established by several cases, which decided that 
where the owner of the soil reserved to himself a royalty 
in kind, he must be considered as in the occupation of the 
land himself, and therefore rateable in respect of his 
royalty; a doctrine which, though somewhat artificial, 
has been consistently maintained. 

The Act of 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 54) extends 
the Poor Rates Acts to, inter alia, mines of every kind 
not mentioned in the Act of Elizabeth, but by the 13th 
section it is provided that ‘‘nothing herein shall apply 
to a mine of which the royalty or dues are for the time 
being wholly reserved in kind, or to the owner or 
oceupier thereof.” Of the two recent cases to which we 
have adverted, the first, viz., The Van Mining Company 
vy. The Overseers of Llanidloes, L. R. 1 Ex. D. 310) 
throws light upon the class of mines which are exempted 
from the operation of the Act. A case decided a few 
days ago in the Divisional Court of Appeal, viz., The 
Snailbeach Mine Company v. The Overseers of Forden, 
illustrates the manner in which the new Act is to be 
applied to mines which come within its provisions. 

The exempting section already cited was clearly in- 
tended to preserve in statu guo the case of leases where, 
according to the decisions, the lessor was rateable ; for as 
was pointed out by Bramwell, B., in Van Mining Com- 
pany v. Lianidloes, in the case of leases granted before 
the Act the effect of the Act, if there had been no such 
proviso would have been to relieve the lessor who was 
liable when the lease was granted at the expense of the 
lessee, who would have become liable under the Act. In 
that case, however, it was contended that the lead mine 
or mines in question did not come within the exempting 
proviso for two reasons :—First, because the appellants 
held their property under three leases, in one of which 
the reservation was wholly in money, and in another 
was adead rent in money. It was contended that 
the whole undertaking was not a mine of which the re- 
servation was wholly in kind. The court, however, held 
that inasmuch as on the land comprised in these two 
leases there were only surface works, and no ore was 
actually gotten, the land from which ore was gotten 
must be taken to be the mine; and further that each of 


the properties leased in the three leases would 
constitute a separate mine. The other ground 
was that in the third lease, viz. that of the 


land from which the ore was actually gotten, the 
reddendum was in kind, but with an option to the 
lessor to take it in money, which option had been exer- 
cised by him. This reservation, it was argued, could 
not be said to be, for the time being, wholly re- 
served in kind. This objection, however, was also over- 
ruled on the authority of 2. v. St. Austell, (5 B. & 
Ald. 693). This certainly seems somewhat of a refine- 
ment, butit is of the less practical importance inasmuch 
as if the rateability of the lessor depended upon the exer- 
cise of such an option, it is not difficult to predict how 
it would be exercised. But the case is of importance 
as calling attention to the rateability of the lessor in 
such cases, a matter which has, we believe, been 
constantly overlooked by the rating authorities. A 
question may possibly be raised hereafter as the mean- 





made before the Act. 

In the late case of the Snailbeach Mine Company vy, 
The Overseers of Forden, in the Divisional Court of 
Appeal, there was a reservation of smelted ore (as to which 
the lessor has been held not rateable: RB. v. Pomfret 
5 M. & S. 139) and the case was admitted to be one in, 
which the lessee was rateable under the Act of 1874, 
The question was as to the construction of the definition 
in the 7th section of the word “ mine.” 

‘In this section, the term mine, when a mine is occu. 
pied under a lease, includes the underground workings, 
and the engines, machinery, workshops, tramways, and 
other plant, buildings (not being dwelling-houses), and 
works, and surface of land occupied in connection with 
and for the purposes of the mine, and situate within the. 
boundaries of the land comprised in the lease, or leases, 
under which the dues, or dues and rent, are payable or 
reserved.” For the purposes of the Act the rateable: 
annual value of the mine is, by section 7, to be taken to 
be the annual amount of the whole of the dues payable 
in respect thereof during the year preceding the making 
of the valuation list. 

In the recent case the ore was gotten in the respondent 


parish, and was taken by a tramway into an adjoiuing 


parish, where it was crushed, washed and smelted, 
The respondents rated the appellants on the whole 
amount of the dues payable by them, contending that 
by the works, &c., mentioned in the Act, only such 
works were meant as were intended for mining proper, 
i,e., for getting the ore to the surface, and that the sub- 
sequent processes, the works for which were situated out 
of their parish, were for manufacture, and not for mining, 
The Court (Mellor, J.,and Cleasby, B.) held that the crush- 
ing and washing machinery were clearly works connected 
with the mine within the meaning of the Act, and that 
a deduction must be made from the amount of the dues 
of the rateable value of such works not situated in the 
respondent parish. The same judgment was, it would 
seem, ultimately given as to the smelting works; but 
inasmuch as a deduction from the dues was made by the 
lease in respect of the lessees doing the smelting, it was 
left to the sessions to say what deductions were to be 
made, upon the principle that works not in the respond. 
ent parish, but which went to increase, and so were 
included in, the royalty, were to be deducted in fixing 
the amount to be taken as the rateable value of the 
lessee’s mine therein. 

It is obvious that in this way an injustice of double 
rating in the two parishes was prevented, At the same 
time it is a somewhat rude kind of justice which pre- 
scribes that when the Act measures the value of the 
whole mine by the royalty, a deduction of part is to be 
calculated upon what may be called the rule of thumb 
principle. Itis obvious, however, that the dues, as such, 
could not be apportioned between the adjoining parishes, 
and that the value of the works to be deducted must be 
calculated in some way upon the principles which were 
adopted before the Act (as in Guest v. East Dean, 20 
W. R. 332, L, R.7Q. B. 334, and Kitton v. Liskeard 
Union, 23 W. R. 72, L. R. 10 Q. B. 7), in valuing sur- 
face works where the mine itself was not rateable. 
However, a great point is gained when it is established 
that in such cases apportionment or deduction on some 
principle must be made. 





Mr. E. J. Harvey, one of the coroners for Hampshire, 
who, as it may be remembered, presided at the first inquest 
on the bodies of the sufferers from Zhe Mistletoe-Alberta 
collision, and also at The Thunderer inquest at Haslar 
Hospital, bas resigned the office, which he has only held a 
little over a year. The resignation, which is purely voluntary” 
on the part of Mr. Harvey, has been accepted by the 
Chancellor. 
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Recent Bectstans. 


[IABILITY OF RESIDUARY DEVISEE TO 
PAYMENT OF TESTATORS DEBTS. 


(Tomkins v. Colthurst, V.C.M., 24 W. R. 267, L. R. 
1 Ch. D. 626.) 
(Farquharson v. Floyer, V.C.H., L. R. 3 Ch. D. 109.) 


It is rather extraordinary that it should still be not 
merely possible, but necessary, for the courts to discuss 
the authority of Lord Chelmsford’s decision in Hens- 
man v. Fryer (16 W. R. 162, L. R. 3. Ch. 420), a 
ease decided nine years ago, and relating to matters 
ghich must be of every-day occurrence in the adminis- 
tration of estates by executors. It will be remembered 
that the points decided were two, first, that, notwith- 

i the 24th section of the Wills Act, 
qhich makes a will speak as though it were executed 
immediately before the testator’s death, and con- 

tly causes a residuary devise contained in it to 
te on real estate acquired after the date of 
execution, the residuary devise remains specific; and 
secondly, that, although the gift is to be considered as 
specific, the residuary devisee must contribute rateably 
with the pecuniary legatee to the payment of debts 
when the personal estate is insufficient for the payment 
of debts and legacies. The judgment upon the first 
point appeared to put an end to the then unsettled 
gate of the law as to the effect of the 24th 
section of the Wills Act. But even upon this point, 
Bacon, V.C., in Lancefield v. Iggulden (22 W. R. 726, 
LR. 17 Eg. 556), refused to follow it, holding that a 
tesiduary devise was not a specific appropriation of a 
of the testators’s property. On appeal, however, 
W. R. 223, L. R. 10 Ch. 136), the Vice-Chancellor’s 
ion wag reversed, and Lord Justice James expressed 
his disapprobation at the disregard shown by it toa 
deliberately pronounced judgment of the Court of 
. But it is notclear whether this rebuke was 
intended to amount to a ratification of the whole of 
Iord Chelmsford’s judgment, or only to confirm the 
first part of it. For the second point, namely, as to the 
tight of the pecuniary legatee to contribution from the 
msiduary devisee, was not raised in Lancefield v. 
Iggulden. The Vice-Chancellor’s judgment contains 
aclear expression of opinion that he had no such right, 
but the point was not taken on behalf of the legatee, 
tither at the first hearing or on the appeal. It is to be 
observed that at the time of the appeal in Luncefield v. 
Iggulden, Vice-Chancellor Stuart, in Collins v. Lewis 
R. 8 Eg. 708), and Vice-Chancellor Malins, in 
le v. Dugdale (L. R. 14 Eq. 234) had already 
held that Lord Chelmsford’s ruling on this ques- 
tion of contribution was wrong, and their deci- 
sions were cited in the Court of Appeal without, 
apparently, eliciting any comment from the bench. 
Consequently, notwithstanding the emphatic language 
of Lord Justice James as to the binding character of 
lord Chelmsford’s decision on the first point, Viee- 
Chancellor Malins, in Tomkins v. Colthurst (24 W. R. 
267, L. R. 1 Ch. D. 626), again refused to follow it on 
the second, and he has since been supported in his ruling 
the high authority of Vice-Chancellor Hall in 
harson v. Floyer (L. R. 3 Ch. D. 109); so that 
four learned Vice-Chancellors have concurred in flouting 
Lord Chelmsford’s notions as to the right of a pecuniary 
legatee to contribution. 

If such a right could be held to exist at all it would 
seem that it should, on the theory that a residuary 
devise is specific, have been held to exist against the 
Specific as well as against the residuary devisee ; and as 
the report shows that there was a specific devise proper 
in the will in Hensman v. Fryer, Lord Chelmsford, to 
have been consistent, should have extended the liability 
to the specific devisee also. This he did not do, be- 
Gause to have done so would have been to overrule the 





settled law that a specific devisee is under no such 
liability to assist a pecuniary legatee. The immunity 
in respect of debts accorded to a specific devisee until. 
the whole of the estate not specifically disposed of is ex 
hausted, arises from the presumed intention of the 
testator, who is supposed to intend that a devisee or 
legatee to whom he has allotted a specified portion of 
his property shall be preferred to a legatee who is to re- 
ceive a sum of money. How far this presumption is 
well founded may be doubtful. Generally speaking, a» 
testator does not contemplate the necessity for any in- 

terference with his gifts; certainly in ordinary cases he 

would not desire that the whole of a legacy given to a 
dependent or poor relative should be swept away by 
creditors, whilst the residuary devisee should go scot free. 

It is more likely that, when his bounty must somewhere 
fail by reason of there being insufficient residuary 

personalty to satisfy his debts, he would prefer that the 

beneficiaries should bear the loss proportionately to the 

benefits conferred upon them. Lord Chelmsford’s 
decision was an attempt to give effect to this more 

equitable view. But unfortunately the position of 
affairs is this: his lordship decided that a residuary 
devise is specific, and the Court of Appeal in Lancefield 
v. Iggulden, has decided that it is not only specific, but 
that it is on precisely the same footing in respect of con- 

tribution as a specific devise proper, and the well-estab- 

lished rule of the court is that a specific devisee is not 
liable to contribute to payment of debts for the benefit 
of a pecuniary legatee. Having regard to these facts 
and to the consensus of opinion expressed by the learned 
Vice-Chancellors, there can be little doubt that the 
latter part of the judgment in Hensman v. Fryer is not 
a correct expression of the existing law. 





Cases of the C8ieck. 


REGULATIONS FOR PREVENTING CoLLisions aT SEa—Cnoss- 
ING STEAMSHIPs—OVERTAKING Soip—Mercuant SHIPPING 
Act AMENDMENT Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 63), Scugp- 
ULE, TABLE 0.—In the case of The Franconia, decided by the 
Court of Appeal (James, L.J., and Baggallay and Brett, 
JJ.A.) on the 8th inst., a question arose as to the meaning 
of the term “crossing ships’’ in the Regulations for Pre- 
venting Collisions contained in the schedule to the Merchant 
Shipping Amendment Act of 1862. A collision had taken 
place between two steamers under the following circum- 
stances :—Both the ships were proceeding down the English 
Channel, one behind the other. The forward ship, The 
Strathclyde, was steering south-west by south, the hinder 
ship, The Franconia, was steering south-west by west. 
Therefore the lines on which they were steering crossed 
each other. The Franconia was going faster than the other, 
and gradually overtook her. hen The Franconia had 
overlapped the other, and was about three ships’ lengths 
distant from her, she suddenly ported her helm, and almost 
instantly came into violent collision with The Strathelyde 
and sank her. The judge of the Admiralty Division (Sir R. 
Phillimore) held that Zhe Franconia was alons to blame, 
and this decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal, but 
on differentgrounds. Sir R. Phillimore held that the two ships 
were crossing ships within the meaning of the regu- 
lations. The Court of Appeal held that they were 
not, but that The Franconia was a ship overtak- 
ing The Strathclyde. It was argued that, unless 
the two ships were going on parallel courses, they must 
be crossing ships. Bat Brett, J.A. (who delivered the 
judgment of the court), said that the terms used in the 
regulations were not mathematical terms, but terms of 
navigation, and he defined the distinotion between a 
“ crossing” and an ‘‘overtaking” ship in this way :—If 
the position and courses of the two ships were such that 
the hinder ship could not possibly see either of the side 
lights of the other, then the ships were not crossing ships, 
but the hinder one was an overtaking ship. In such a case, 
though the mathematical lines representing the two courses 
would intersect, yet, unless the hinder ship was going 
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faster than the other, a collision could not occur. This 
definition, his lordship said, though he did not pretend 
that it was exh austive, was a good one for practical pur- 
poses. 

INEQUITABLE AGREEMENT FoR SatvaGe—CoMPULSION.— 
The same day the Court of Appeal affirmed the decision of 
Sir R. Phillimore, in the case of The Medina (24 W. R. 928, 
L. R.1 P. D. 272), setting aside an agreement for the payment 
of salvage money, on the ground that it was inequitable. A 
ship with 500 pilgrims on board struck on a rock in the 
Red Sea, and fad to be abandoned. The pilgrims were 
landed by the boats on the rock, which was only about six 
feet above the level of the water. The master entered into 
an agreement with the master of another passing ship to pay 
him £4,000 for taking the pilgrims to Suez. The court 
held that this amount was excessive, there being no risk in 
the service rendered. And they said that the captain of the 
abandoned ship was in such a position that he was prac-. 
tically compelled to submit to pay any sum that might be 
asked. He was responsible for the lives of his passengers, 
and, if bad weather had come on, they must inevitably 
have been drowned if they remained on the rock. Under 
such circumstances he was not a free agent. 





TIME FOR APPEALING FROM WINDING-uP ORDER—Orp. 
58, zr. 9, 15—Comranies Act, 1862, s. 124.—The 
question, what is the limit of time within which an appeal 
must be brought from an order to wind up a company under 
the Companies Act, 1862 was brought before the Court 
of Appeal on the 13th inst., in acase of Re Zhe National 
Funds Assurance Company. We noted last week (ante, p. 
109) the dismissal of an appeal brought by this company 
from a winding-up order, on the ground that, though the 
Botice of appeal had been given in due time, yet the 
appeal had not been set down in proper time, and, there- 
fore. the respondent was entitled to have it dismissed as 
an abandoned motion. A new notice of appeal was given 
on the Sth inst., the winding-up order having been made 
on the 29th of July, and on the 13th inst. an application 
was made to the Court of Appeal to have the hearing 
of the appeal advanced. It was then objected that the 
appeal was, according tor. 9of ord. 58, too late. That rule 
provides that “the time for appealing from any order or 
decision made or given in the matter of the winding up 
of a company under the provisions of the Companies Act, 
1862, or any Act amending the same, or any order or 
decision made in the matter of any baukruptcy, or in any 
other matter not being an action, shali be the same as the 
time limited for appeal from an interlocatory order under 
r. 15,” i.¢., twenty-one days. The language of the earlier 
part of this rule (i.c., before the mention of orders in bank- 
ruptcy) is in effect identical with that of section 124 of 
the Companies Act, 1862, and with regard to that 
section it is laid down in the text-books that the 
limit of twenty-one days does not apply to an appeal 
from the original winding-up order, but only to 
appeals from orders made during the winding up. 
The court (James, L.J., and Baggallay and Brett, JJ.A.), 
after consulting the registrar and one of the chief clerks, 
said that it did not appear to have been the practice 
before the Judicature Acts to bring appe»]s from winding- 
up orders after the expiration of twenty-one days. And 
the latter words of r, 9 (the words which we have printed 
in italics) were large enough to include an appeal from a 
winding-up order. If such an appeal was not included in 
the rule it would be the only case in which an order made 
in # matter not being an action, could be appealed from 
after the expiration of twenty-one days. Appeals from 
orders made in proceedings under the statutory jurisdiction 
conferred by Acts such as the Trustee Acts and the Trustee 
Relief Act were clearly within the limitation of r. 9. 
And, if ever there was a case in which an appeal ought to 
be brought with the utmost promptitude, it was the case 
of a winding-ap order, the effect of which was entirely to 
paralyze the operations of the company. The court also 
refused an application to extend the time for appealing, no 
ont ny gee > F cays _ this was the first 
case under rale, an t the a ts had misappr 
hended its effect. it “ee 


Stayine PROCEEDINGS PENDING APPEAL To Hovsg op 
Lorps—PayMENT OF CosTts—UNDERTAKING BY SOLIcrToR 
To REFUND—Orp. 58, Rk. 16.—On the 14th inst.,in @ case 
of Morgan v. Elford, application was made to the Court of 
Appeal to stay proceedings under the decree pending an 
appeal to the House of Lords. The Court of Appeal 
(reversing a decision of Vice-Chancellor Malins) had dig. 
missed the bill with costs, The costs having been taxed 
at £1,325, the defendants had isaued execution, and the 
sheriff had seized the plaintiff's furniture. The plaintiff 
was willing to pay £470, the value of the furniture, into 
court at once, and to pay the balance of the costs into 
court within ten days, and he asked that, on payment of 
the £470 into court, the sheriff might be ordered to with. 
draw, and that, on payment of the balance into court, the 
proceedings under the decree might be stayed pending the 
appeal, The court (James, L.J., and Baggallay and Brett, 
JJ.A.) said that the practice was settled by Merry y, 
Nickalis (21 W. R. 305, L. R. 8 Ch. 205), that the costg 
ought to be paid to the solicitor, he giving his personal 
undertaking to refund in case the appeal should be sue. 
cessful. Cooper v. Cooper (24 W. R. 628, L. RB. 2 Ch. D, 
493) was not an authority to the contrary, for there the 
amount of the costs was ordered to be paid into court by 
consent. The plaintiff must settle with the sheriff, and 
the defendants’ London agents, who were the solicitors 
on the record, would give their personal undertaking to 
refund the amount actually paid to them. The plaintiff 
must pay the costs of the application to stay the proceed. 


ings. 





CopryricHT—DRAMA COMPOSED BY BRiTIsH SuBJECT— 
First REepresENTATION ABRoaD—3 & 4 WILL. 4, c. 16— 
5 &6 Vict. c. 45, s. 20—7 & 8 Vict. c. 12, s. 19.—On the 
14th inst., in a case of Boucicault v. Chatterton, the Court 
of Appeal affirmed a recent decision of Vice-Chancellor 
Malins with regard to the construction of some of the pros 
visions of the Copyright Acts, thereby also affirming the 
decision of Lord Hatherley, when Vice-Chancellor, in 
Boucicault v. Delafield (1H. & M. 597). The Act 3&4 
Will. 4, c. 15, provided that the author (or his assignee) 
of any dramatic piece thereafter composed, and not printed 
or published by the author or his assignee, should have, 
as his own property, the sole liberty of representing the 
same at any place of dramatic representation in any part 
of the British dominions, or, if the drama should be so 
printed and published, then the exclusive right of repre- 
sentation was to extend for twenty-eight years from the 
date of first publication, and during the life of the author 
if he should survive that period. The Aot 7 & 8 Vict. 
12 (known as the International Copyright Amendment Act) 
gives the Queen power by Order in Council to direct that the 
authors of dramatic pieces first publicly represented in any 
foreign country shall havethesoleliberty of representing them 
in any part of the British dominions, subject to certain pre- 
scribed pation as to registration, &c., but no such Order 
in Council is to have any effect unless it states, as the 
ground for issuing it, that due protection has 
secured by the foreign Power named in it for the benefit of 
parties interested in works first published in the British do- 
minions. The Act enables similar protection to be given to 
books and works of art first published abroad. And section 
19 provides that “neither the author of any book, nor the 
author or composer of any dramatic piece or musical com- 
position, . . . which shall, after the passing of this 
Act, be first published out of her Majesty's dominions, 
shall have any copyright therein respectively, or 
any exclusive right to the public representation or 
performance thereof, otherwise than such (if any) 
as he may become entitled to under this Act.” e 
plaintiff in Boucicault v. Chatterton had composed @ 
drama which had been performed publicly for the firat 
time in the United States of America. It had not been in 
any other sense published. The plaintiff had not com- 
plied with any of the conditions prescribed by the Act 
7 & % Vict. o. 12, and indeed he could have derived 
no benefit from doing so, inasmuch as no in 

right treaty exists between this country and the 
United States. The plaintiff sought to restrain the de- 








fendant from publicly representing the drama in question 
in this country without his consent, and the Gonrt of 
Appeal (James, L.J., and Baggallay and Brett, JJ.A.) 
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A the refasal of Malins, V.C., to grant the injanc- 


asked for. It was contended on behalf of the plain- 
that the Act 7 & 8 Vict. c. 12, was intended only to 
penefit foreign authors, and not to deprive English authors 
gf the protection given to them by the prior Act of 
3&4 Will. 4, c. 15. But the court held that section 


9 of the Act 7 & 8 Vict. c. 12, was fatal to this 


nt. The later Act had put an English author who 

¢hose to have his drama pablished for the first time abroad 

jnexactly the same position as a foreign author whose 

was first published abroad. And, moreover, the word 

« published ” in section 19 must be construed reddendo 

singulis, as pointing at that kind of publication 

which is appropriate to the subject-matter respectively 

dealt with by the section. A drama might be published 

jn two ways, either as a book by means of print- 

ing, or 88 a play by means of acting it publicly on the 

. If it was first acted in public in a foreign country, 

then the author, whether he was an Englishmen or a 

foreigner, had thenceforth no right of exclusive representa- 

tion in this country, unless the foreign country where the 

frst public representation took place was one which had 
entered into a copyright treaty with this country. 


Qgoss-EXAMINATION ON MortIoNs AND PETITIONS. — 
Yesterday the question as to the mode of cross- 
qramination on affidavits to be adopted in the case of 

jons came before Vice-Chancellor Hall in Re Civil 
ice Co-operative Society. Before opening the . peti- 
tion, Dickinson, Q.C., asked that it might stand over, 
ait would be necessary to cross-examine two of the 
witnesses for the respondent on their affidavits, and he 
ed that the time of the court would not be taken 
apin that manner on a petition day; but that the cross- 
qamination would have to take place before an examiner. 
Robinson, Q.C., objected to the petition standing over, and 
fendered the witnesses for cross-examination in court. 
The Vice-Chancellor said that a similar point arose on 
motion in Twycross v. Dreyfus, and he had fully considered 
it, and had come to the conclusion that he had the clear 
right to order such examinations to take place elsewhere 
than in court. He had no objection to taking the cross- 
examination in court, but he thought that the time of the 
court should be occupied as profitably as possible, and 
that, as a rale, the examination must be taken before an 
éxaminer. 





Bit or SaLE—REPUTED OWNERSHIP—ORDER AND Dis- 
POSITION—CONSENT OF TRoE OwNER—Banxruprcy Act, 
1869, s. 15.—In a case of Re Eslick, heard by the Chief 
Jadge on the 11th inst., a question of reputed ownership 
arse. A trader had executed a bill of sale, assigning by 
way of mortgage his stock-in-trade in his shop and his 
ferniture in his dwelling-house as security fora loan. The 
shop and the dwelling-house were situate in the same town, 
but in different streets. The Dill of sale was executed on 
the 2nd of March and was duly registered. On the 28th of 
dane the bill of sale holder instructed an auctioneer to go 
and take possession of the property, and handed the Dill of 
tale to him for this purpose. tly the next morning the 
auctioneer went to take possession, and about the same time 
the debtor filed a liquidation petition. The auctioneer, how- 
ter, obtained possession of the stock-in-trade before he 
Ieceived any notice of the filing of the petition, but he 
Gd not obtain possession of the furniture till afterwards. 
The Chief Judge held the bill of sale holder was entitled to 
tetain both stock-in-trade and furniture as against the 


_ trustee in the liquidation, He was of opinion that, by giv- 


his instructions to the auctioneer on the 28th of June to 
possession, the bill of sale holder had sufficiently with- 

his consent to the property remaining in the debtor's 

@der and disposition ; and, moreover, that the actual taking 
— of the stock-in-trade before notice of any act of 
ptcy operated as a sufficient taking possession of the 


_ famiture, which was included in the same assignment. 


ee 


Bumping Conrract—LiceNCE TO PROPRIETOR TO SEIZE 
AND Marertats—Banxrurrory or Conrracror— 
Ratarion Back or Taustse’s T1tLt—Prorsctep Transac- 
ton—Banxnurtor Act, 1869, ss. 11, 94.—In another case 








of Re Waugh, heard the same day, a building society had 
entered into an agreement with a builder to erect some 
houses for them upon their own land. The contract con- 
tained a stipulation that, in case the builder should neglect 
to proceed with the work in a proper manner to the satis- 
faction of the society’s architect, or should become bankrupt 
or insolvent, or otherwise incapable of completing the 
contract, the society should have power to seize and retain 
all materials and plant on the ground, provided that the 
builder had drawn money on account of the contract. 
Before the work was completed the builder filed a liquida- 
tion petition. He had received a large sum under the 
contract. The society immediately afterwards, but before 
they had notice of the act of bankruptcy, exercised their 
power of seizing the materials and plant. It was argued 
that the act of seizing under a licence is not like the com- 
pletion of an inchoate title by taking possession, but is 
rather the creation of a new title, and that therefore the 
protection of section 94 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, did 
not apply. But the Chief Judge held that the transaction 
was protected by that section. He was also of opinion 
that the above clause in the contract operated to give the 
society an equitable lien upon the materials and plant. 








— 





Sucieties. 


SOLICITORS BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of 
this association was held at the Law Institution, Chancery- 
lane, London, on Wednesday last, December 13, Mr. 
Edward Tarner Payne (of Bath), chairman of the board 
for the present year, presiding. A sum of £230 was 
distributed in grants of relief to four members’ widows, 
two non-members, and five widows and daughters of non- 
members ; eight new members were admitted to the 
association, and other business was transacted. 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held on Wednesday, 
December 13, at Clement’s-inn Hall, Strand, Mr. J. S. 
Rubinstein in the chair. The debate, viz. :—“ That the 
conduct of Lord Beaconsfield in relation to the Eastern 
Question deserves the censure of all Englishmen,” was 
vigorously opened by Mr. W. C. Owen. The great 
popularity of this question gave rise to a considerable 
expression of opinion, and ultimately the majority of the 
members were iu favour of the negative. 





BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


On Tuesday evening last a lecture was delivered to the 
members of the above society by J. Loxdale Warren, Esq., 
barrister-at-law, on the elements of criminal Jaw, compris- 
ing chiefly larceny, embezzlement, and obtaining goods or 
money under false pretences. There was a very fair attend- 
ance of students considering the bad state of the weather, 
and at the conclusion a hearty vote of thanks was passed. 


PLYMOUTH, STONEHOUSE, AND DEVON. 
PORT LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A special meeting of this society was held at the 
Atheneum, Plymouth, on Friday last, for the further con- 
sideration of the proposed new rules, and also to receive the 
report of the revision committee as to the subscriptions of 
members. After the reading and final settlement of each 
rule, it was resolved that a draft of the new rules should lie 
on the table of the Plymouth Law Library for one month 
before being printed. 





INCORPORATED ee 4 + Aaa OF LIVER- 
OL. 


The following are extracts from the report of the com 
mittee of this society :— 
The number of members has been reduced to 176. The 
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barristers and others, not being members, who subscribe 
to the library number nineteen. 

In the last report of this society reference is made to a Bill 
‘which was introduced into Parliament at the end of the 
session of 1875, having for its object to vest the appointment 
of the deputy-clerks in the clerk of the peace instead of in 
the Chancellor of the Duchy, and thus neutralize the Act of 
1871 promoted by the society, and make the Manchester and 
Liverpool offices mere branches of the Preston office ; and 
which Bill was opposed by this society, and the order for the 
second reading discharged. 

The supporters of the measure were determined not again 
‘to fall into the error of introducing the Bill. too late, and 
accordingly early in the past session the Bill was again 
brought in and an attempt made to run it through Parlia- 
ment with the utmost haste. Petitions against the Bill, in 
terms of the petition of last year, were presented to the 
House of Commons by this society, and also by the Man- 
chester Law Association, and Mr. Wm. Rathbone, M,P., 
exerted himself greatly in opposing the measure. The pro- 
moters—the county magistrates—had the support of the 
Government, and the Bill passed the second reading, and was 
committed. Your committee prepared amendments to the 
following effect, of which Mr. Rathbone took charge: That 
the deputy clerks should be solicitors of ten years’ stand- 
ing, should have offices within their districts, and that the 
clerk of the peace should have no interest in the emoluments 
of the deputy-clerks. One amendment only was partially 
accepted—namely, that the deputy-clerks should be solicitors 
of seven years’ standing—and in that form the Bill passed 
the Commons. 

Your committee continued their opposition in the House 
of Lords and petitioned there against the Bill, and also, in 
conjunction with the Manchester Law Association, prepared 
a statement of reasons against the Bill (a copy of which will 
be found in appendix A. to this report), which was circu- 
lated among members of the House of Lords who were con- 
nected with Lancashire, and among the magistrates for the 
hundreds of Salford and West Derby. The same interest 
which obtained the Government support in the House of 
Commons operated in a similar manner in the House of 
Lords, and thé Bill became law. The committee finding that 
by a Treasury minute the patronage of the office of clerk of 
the peace had been practically ceded to the Lord Lieutenant 
of the county, thereupon, in conjunction with the Manchester 
Law Association, addressed a letter to the Earl of Sefton, 
the Lord Lieutenant, requesting him not to exercise his 
patronage under the Act without due provision being made 
for the interests of the hundreds of Sulford and West 
Derby. This was followed by an _ interview with 
his lordship at Croxteth, on the 26th of April last, and 
after discussing the matter fully his lordship promised that 
when a vacancy occurred in the office of clerk of the peace 
he would not fill it without hearing both sides further. So 
the matter rests for the present. 


In April last a vacancy Raving cooment in the office of 
registrar of the county court at Liverpool, by the death of 
the late worthy and lamented registrar, Mr. Henry Hime, 
a deputation from this society waited upon the judges of 
the court to state their views as to the transaction of busi- 
ness in the registrar’s office, and on other matters connected 
with the court. 

The deputation represented the desirableness of filling up 
the vacancy created by the death of Mr. Hime, and of 
dividing the duties of registrars of the county court, so 
that whilst one registrar should have the care of the common 
law business, the other should have the care of the bank- 
ruptcy, admiralty, and equity business; and also that the 
present accommodation at Lime-street being insuf- 
ficient, it would be very convenient, until the new courts 
are erected, that an office shonld be taken near 
the centre of business (in the municipal offices, if possible) 
where the bankruptcy registrar and staff should be located, 
and if a suitable room could be obtained, where the judges 
oe pag bankruptcy, admiralty, and equity business on 


ays. 

The deputation also called the attention of the judges 
to the present inadequate scale of remuneration in bank- 
Taptey. 

The judges stated in reply that they desired to have the 
vacancy created by the death of Mr. Hime filled up by the 

i t of the most suitable person that could be ob- 
tained for the post ; and asto the other matters mentioned 
by the deputation, that although they did not then see 





thei to accede to the desires of the soci 
eir way to accede to the desires of the socie 
would vs them their best consideration. idan they 





The committee have much pleasure in congratulaty 
the society upon the appointment of Mr. Thomas : 
ringer, one of its members, to the vacant office of 
registrar. 

The committee have been in communication with 
the First Commissioner of Works respecting the new 
law courts and offices, and in the month 
May last they received tracings of the plans. These, 
on examination, showed that accommodation was to be 


provided for the county court, the stamp office, and the Th 
district registry of the Probate Court (non-contentiong yr 
business), but not for the district registries of the other on d 
divisions of the High Court of Justice. The committég ogy 
have represented to the First Commissioner the very great fest 
importance of adequate provision being made for thegg Low 
registries, and are still urging the matter on his attenti do hi 
but up to the present time no satisfactory reply has been : Th 
reoeived. i i oc th 
The public sale conditions of the society, prepared in the of tt 
year 1864, have been revised with a view to their amen. goul 
ment, and to render them more in accord with recent sefer 
legislation. The draft of the revised conditions is now be. saga 
fore counsel, and the committee hope to be able very soon of C 


to submit them to the society. 

In June last a joint-committee of both Houses of Parlia. 
ment was appointed to consider the expediency of making 
further regulations concerning the admission and practice of 
parliamentary agents, From the speech of Mr. Raikes in 
moving for the committee in the House of Commons it 
appeared that the practice which had been adopted by 
some parliamentary agents of dividing their charges on 
the usual agency principles was intended to be attacked, 
Your committee, considering that they were entitled to 
be heard on the subject, tendered the evidence of the town 
clerk of Liverpool and some other of their members, but 
the joint-committee considered that they had sutflicient 
evidence before them to erable them to frame the report, 
and declined to receive it. The proceedings were carried 
on with great haste, as the following dates will show. On 
the 23rd and 28th of June the committee was appointed, 
It met on the 30th. On the 3rd and 6th of July, evidence 
was taken. On the 17th the report was agreed to. It was 
not in print for several days afterwards, and then it was 
discovered that it proposed several other objectionable alterse 
tions, besides that referred to. On the 24th of July Lord 
Redesdale moved its adoption in the House of Lords, which 
was strongly opposed by the Lord Chancellor. The debate 
was then adjourned; but the report was on the 28th of July 
adopted by the Lords. 

our committee issued circulars to the other provineial 
law societies asking for their assistance and co-operation, and 
prepared a statement of reasons for opposing the adoption of 
the report, and on the 27th of July deputations from this 
society, and from the Manchester, Leeds, and Wakefield Law 
Societies, accompanied by several parliamentary agents, 
waited upon Mr. Raikes, when Mr. Marshall, of Leeds, very 
ably put forward the views of the societies, but, judging by 
his subsequent speech in moving the adoption of the 
report in the House of Commons, no great impres- 
sion was made upon Mr. Raikes. The Incorporated 
Law Society of the United Kingdom presented a petition 
to Parliament against the adoption of the report, and every 
exertion was made by the societies to obtain at least a poste 
ponement of the matter. Your committee are glad to say 
that eventually the motion to agree to the report in the 
House of Commons was withdrawn. Your committee sub- 
sequently prepared a paper which has been circulated 
among the provincial law societies and otherwise, fully ex- 
plaining the position of the matter and the objections to the 
report, and urging all concerned to use their best exertions 
reg recess to impress these views upon members 
both Houses of Parliament. Copies of this paper and of 
the statement of reasons against the adoption of the report 
will be found in the appendices B. and O. 

At the recent annval provincial meeting at Oxford of the 
Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom the sub- ; 
ject was very fully and ably discussed, and a series of reso- i 
lutions having fur their object the strengthening the hands 
of the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom 
were moved by Mr. Marshall and passed. , “a 

The Judicature Acts, with their accompanying rules 
orders, have had a yeat’s trial. In carrying out 0 exten 
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‘a ted, and although much disappointment has been felt at 
iB disposition which has been shown insome quarters still 

“40 travel on the old lines of practice and to place too 

“ parrow a construction on the new Acts and rules, still the 

“gommittee are of opinion that the measure has proved to be 
highly beneficial to the country. 

* “Your committee have devoted much time and attention 
to the amendment of the rules and orders, and to bringing 
their suggestions before the proper authorities. 

The Lord Chancellor did not think fit to adopt the re- 
commendations of the society as to the division of business 
in the Liverpool district registries, and as to prohibiting 
the district registrars from engaging in private practice (sce 

14 of last year’s report). Since the Ist of September 
fest the Exchequer Division has been assigned to Mr. 
Lowndes, in addition to the divisions previously assigned 
to him. 

The appointment of official referees under section 83 
ef the Judicature Act, 1873, early attracted the attention 
of the committee, and perceiving how advantageous it 
would be to the mercantile community to have an official 
referee skilled in shipping and mercantile law resident in 
or near Liverpool, they, in conjunction with the Chamber 
of Commerce, presented a memorial to the Lord Chancellor 
and the presidents of divisions of the High Court of 
Justice, stating their views. 

The Lord Chancellor replied that it hed been resolved 
that only four official referees were, in the firat instance, 
at least, to be appointed, and that it was not contemplated 
that any of this limited number should have their head- 
quarters out of London, though they might from time to 
time be called upon to perform duties out of London, and 
ahat when fuller experience of the working of the offieial 
‘tefereeship had been acquired it might be desirable to give 
farther consideration to the points suggested in the 
¢memorial. 

Four official referees were shortly afterwards appointed, 
bat, so far as this committee is aware, their services have 
not been asked for in Liverpool. 

The Chamber of Commerce and this society, on January 
28 last, addressed a letter on the subject to the Lord Chan- 
cellor and judges, and inclosed copies of their joint 
memorial to the Lord Chancellor as to the necessity for 
increased provisions for the despatch of civil business at 

‘the Liverpool Assizes, which is set out in appendix D. to 
last year’s report. 

The letter elicited a reply from Mr. Baron Bramwell, and 
ina correspondence which ensued between his lordship 
and the president, his lordship stated: ‘‘I hope the new 
frrangement as to circuits will be satisfactory to Liver- 

; under them, if necessary, the Northern Uircuit must 
in in June or even May, or earlier. This is very nearly 
what the memorial proposes. If necessary, I personally 
fee no objection to a judge residing in Lancashire, and 

‘being replaced every three or six months.” 

The committee continue, on every available opportunity, 
to urge continuous sittings for Lancashire. A provision 
contained in the Appellate Jurisdietion Act, 1876, and 
which is noticed later on in this report, may have a 
material bearing on the question. 

On the 80th of November last, a deputation waited 
pon Vice-Chancellor Little, and urged upon him the 
Mdesirableness of applying the Judicature Acts to the 
Chancery of Lancashire. The Vice-Chancellor expressed 
himself fully in accord with the views of the deputation, 
and promised that the draft of new rules should be 
laid before the law societies of Lancashire for their 
‘uggestions before the rules’ were passed. The Vice- 
Chancellor alsc stated that he was prepared to find that 
the sittings of the court would be of much greater length 
under the new procedure, owing to the probability of the 
evidence having to be taken in many oases viva voce, and 

t he was willing to extend the sittings as requisite. 
Towards the end of the parliamentary session the draft 
rules were submitted to this committee, but, as the 
Chancellor of the Duchy wished to lay the rules before 
Parliament previous to the close of the session, the time 
allowed to the committee for suggestions was very limited. 

of suggestions was drawn up and forwarded to 
the Vice-Chancellor, and the committee trust that the 
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that the new rules and orders will shortly be issued. 

The appcintment of Mr, Baylis, Q.C., to be assessor of 
the Court of Passage, in place of Mr. Pickering, Q.C., 
deceased, afforded this committee an opportanity, when 
congratulating the new assessor on bis first taking his seat, 
on the 19th of October last, of urging upon him the applica- 
tion of the practice under the Judicature Acts to his court 
also. 

By the Winter Assizes Act, 1876, in order to, provide for 
the more speedy trial of prisoners in counties where, owing 
to the few prisoners awaiting trial, it has not been usual to 
hold winter assizes, power is given to the Queen in Council 
to provide for uniting such county for the purpose of winter 
assizes to any neighbouring county, and also to extend the 
jurisdiction of the Central Criminal Court in the months of 
November, December, or January, to any neighbouring county 
or part of a county. 

This Act promises to remedy a great injustice in the cases 
of prisoners committed for trial immediately after the summer 
assizes, and who, waiting for trial at the spring assizes, have 
been in many cases imprisoned for a period of six months and . 
upwards, 

There seems no reason why a similar provision should not 
be applied to civil business at the assizes generally in towns 
where the cause lists are very light. Ifthis were done, the 
assizes could be worked with fewer judges, and the suitors 
would be benefited in having a better bar in attendance. 





BOLTON LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the report of the com- 
mittee :— 

The society numbers at this date forty-seven members, as 
against forty-six on the Ist of November, 1875, one new 
member only having been admitted during the year. 

Your committee were asked to express their opinion upon 
the following point of practice for the guidance of members 
of the society :—Conditions of sale provided that the vendor 
shouldretain in his custody such of the title deeds as concerned 
the lot sold as well as other lots, and should then deliver 
them to the purchaser of the largest lot or lots in amount 
or value, who should covenant for production in the usual 
way. Lot 2 comprised eight houses, and contained 1,036 
square yards, and was subject to a ground-rent of £12 19s. ; 
lot 7 comprised twelve houses, and contained 996 square 
yards, and was subject to a ground-rent of £403.6d. The 
purchase-moneys of lots 2 and 7 were equal in amount. The 
committee were asked to give their opinion as to which 
of the purchasers were entitled to the deeds, and they 
passed the following resolution :—“‘ The committee are of 
opinion that under the circumstances neither of the 
purchasers is entitled to the deeds, which should be re- 
tained by the vendor ; but would suggest that the purchaser 
of the lot containing the largest area and — to the 
largest ground-rent should, as between himself and the 
purchaser of the other lot, have the deeds.” In accordance 
with r. 13 this opinion is submitted to the annual meeting 
for confirmation, if thought proper. 

Your committee regret to report that during the past 
year a case of professional malpractice on the part of a 
solicitor in Bolton (who was not a member of this society) 
was brought before them, which, of, investigation in the 
presence of the solicitor implicated, they deemed of suffi- 
cient importance to represent to the Incorporated Law 
Society and the Inland Revenue Office, and passed a rego- 
lution to that effect on the 24th of July, 1876. 

Before acting on this resolution, however, they con- 
sidered that the opinion of the profession ought to be 
taken on the matter, and accordingly the facts were fully 
stated at a largely-attended meeting of solicitors in Bolton 
on the 4th of August, at which, after hearing the solicitor 
in question, the following resolution was passed :—“ That 
whilst this meeting most strongly censures the proceedings 
of Mr. —— in reference to the business brought before 
the committee as unprofessional and improper, yet it is not 
so satisfied of his intention to commit frand as to induce 
the meeting to urge the committee to carry out their 
resolutions of the 24th of July, 1876.” 

Your committee accordingly did not proceed any farther 
in this matter, and they hope that no farther cause for 
their interference may arise. 








The committee, before leaving office, would wish to 
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make the following suggestions to their successors, if ap- 
proved by the annual meeting :— 

1. That this society be incorporated under the Com- 
panies Acts, 1862 and 1867. 

2. It seems desirable to the committee that one common 
form of conditions for use at sales by auction should be 
prepared and assented to by the members of the profession 
in Bolton, or, at any rate, the members of the society. 

Forms to this effect are in use by members of several 
of the leading societies in England, including those at Liver- 
pool, Birmingham, &c. The conditions which are there 
read at an auction refer to matters connected with the 
title, and incorporate, by reference only, the usual form of 
conditions current in the neighbourhood, which has been 
adopted as aforesaid. It will be manifest that such a 
course in Bolton and the neighbourhood would produce 
uniformity of practice, and shorten the time at sales. And 
it is suggested that such a form should be prepared for use 
in this district. 

The desirability of the society, if incorporated, acquir-. 
ing or erecting a building in which public sales by auction 
might be held, instead of at public-houses (and which 
might also contain the library and rooms of the society), 
is also worthy of consideration. Although at first little or 
no return could be expected on the outlay, your committee 
believe that in the course of a few years the advantage 
gained would be considerable, and a handsome dividend 
realized. 

8. The question of the proposed scale of charges in con- 
veyancing has somewhat languished during the past year, 
but a scale prepared by your committee has been printed, 
and although its use is optional, the committee believe 
that it has been occasionally acted on; at the same time it 
is desirable to have an official soale, and your committee 
would suggest that an expression of opinion be passed by 
the annual meeting. 


IRISH INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The half-yearly meeting of this society was held at the 
Solicitors’ Hall, on Monday, December 4, William Koche, 
Esq., president, in the chair. The following are some ex- 
tracts from the report of the council :— 

Judicature (Ireland) Bill.—During the past session of 
Parliament, a Bill intituled ‘‘An Act for the Constitution 
of a Supreme Court of Judicature, and for other purposes 
relating to the better Administration of Justice in Ireland,” 
was introduced into the House of Lords by the Lord 
Chancellor of Great Britain, by which very great and im- 
portant changes were proposed to be made in the con- 
stitution, procedure, and practice of the several Irish law 
and equity courts. The Lord Chancellor stated that the 
Bill had been framed upon nearly the same lines as that 
brought into the Lords in 1874, with reference to which 
latter Bill your council beg to refer to the very special re- 
port made to your society by the council of that year, which 
appears as an appendix to the general report for that year. 
Yonr conncil compared this Bill with that of the year 1874, 
and also with the Judicature Acts passed in England in 
1878 and 1875, tosee what difference existed between them, 
and also to ascertain if their suggestions had been adopted— 
and they prepared a special report embodying the result 
of their observations, copies of which report were sent to 
every member of your society. Copies were also sent to 
every Irish member of Parliament, requesting their assist- 
ance and support in the matter of the various suggestions 
therein when the Bill should come on for second reading, 
and also in committee. Your council also wrote to the 
Lord Chancellor of Great Britain with some copies, and 
received an answer from his lordship saying that the 
suggestions made should receive his attention. At a late 
stage of the session, however, the Bill was withdrawn. 

supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1875 (England).—In 
reference to the 11th order in the 1st schedule to the above- 
mentioned Act, the council never anticipated that residents 
in Ireland would have been affected by the order in question, 
and it was only when the jurisdiction referred to came to 
be acted upon in this country that they became aware of 
the extent to which such jurisdiction was stretched under it. 
oe arn was a rg resident in Ireland, even 
though they might not have any property in England 
became liable to be brought before the English eouris of 
Jaw, and obliged to defend themselves there by English 





solicitors and counsel at considerable additional e: and 
serious inconvenienee, and this, though it might u timately 
turn out that the plaintiff's demand was unjust, uoreason. 
able, oppressive, or unfounded. Thesame liabilit appeared 
to your council to attach to residents in Scotland in cages 
coming within the scope of the order, notwithstanding the 
previous exception of both Ireland and Scotland from such 
liability by the Act before referred to. Your council, there. 
fore, at once wrote to the society of Solicitors before the 
Supreme Court, Scotland, sending them a copy of a Bil} 
introduced by Mr. C. H. Meldon, M.P., to remedy the 
grievance complained of, aud calling their attention to the 
Act and order referred to, and the prejudicial effect 
thereof upon Scotch defenders, and informed them that 
your society were about to take immediate action to 
have the power which the order was assumed to confer 
upon the English judges abrogated if possible, and 
that your council thought it desirable that the profes. 
sion in both countries should co-operate for that purp 
and use their best influence with members of Parliament to 
procure a repeal of the highly objectionable order in que. 
tion. The Scotch Law Society wrote, requesting further 
information, which having been supplied to them, their 
president, Mr. William Miller, took up the matter in the 
most energetic manner, and communicated with the various 
provincial law societies, chambers of commerce, R 
burghs, and other societies through Scotland, and algo 
caused a petition to be presented to the House of Commons 
in support of Mr. Meldon’s Bill. Your council submitted 
cases to the Right Hon. Hugh Law, Q.C., M.P., and to 
Mr. Francis Macdonogh, Q.C., for their advice as to the 
effect of said order and the steps to be taken in refereucg 
thereto and as to proposed amendments which could be 
brought before the House if considered desirable, They 
also prepared astatement in reference to the whole matter, 
showing the proposed amendments as prepared by Mr, 
Macdonogh, and sent copies thereof to the Scotch Law 
Society, the Dublin Chamber of Commerce, the Corporation 
of Dublin, the several Irish provincial law societies, and 
to all the Irish members of Parliament. Your council, in 
passing, cannot avoid expressing their surprise at the 
extreme apathy with which their communications were 
almost universally received, having regard to the fact that 
this question was one which largely affected the interests of 
the public. A petition to the House of Commons, praying 
for a remedy of the grievance complained of, was then 
presented, and a deputation from your council subsee 
quently proceeded to London to meet Mr. Miller, who had 
organized a large and influential deputation from Scotland, 
representing all denominations of the mercantile and pro- 
fessional community there. The Dublin Corporation and 
Chamber of Commerce were also represented, and the 
conjoint deputation, accompanied by Mr. C. H. Meldon, 
M.P. (from whom they received valuable assistance in the 
matter, his conduct in this respect forming a remarkable 
contrast to that of other Irish legal members, whose co- 
operation was sought ineffectually by the deputation), and 
several other members, waited upon the Right Hon. the 
Home Secretary, and subsequently upon the Right Hon. 
the Lord Chancellor of England, both of whom received 
them courteously ; and, having heard all the arguments 
and statements adduced by the deputation and their Scotch 
colleagues, his lordship admitted that the rule was too 
wide in its terms, and that it was never intended by the 
framers of the Act that, asa matter of course, liberty to 
serve a writ on a British subject resident out of the juris- 
diction should be granted in every case, but only in such 
as the balance of convenience and justice was satisfactorily 
shown to be in favour of the exercise of the power. The 
Lord Chancellor and the other judges held a meeting in 
London on the 26th of Juno last, for the purpose of con- 
sidering the 11th order, and in what respect it could be 
modified ; and certain new rules and alterations of existing 
rules of court were then unanimously agreed to, and 
ordered to be in force on and after the 17th of July, 1876. 


It will be observed, therefore, that the action of your 
council in this matter, although not successful to the full 
extent sought, has not been altogether fruitless, but that it 
has been the means of obtaining a valuable restriction upon 
the exercise of the power given by the obnoxious . 
Your council would, however, recommend to their succes- 
sors not to rest satisfied with this concession of the 
Lord Chancellor and judges, but to use their best exer 
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— 

“gnon the bringing in of the Irish Judicature Bill, or on any 
‘other occasion when opportunity arises, to procure the 
‘gxception of Ireland and Scotland from the operation of the 
‘ order before referred to. 

Attorneys’ Costs.—In reference to the case of Allen vy. 
O'Callaghan (10 Ir. L, T. R. 133), in which case some 
members of the Court of Exchequer expressed themselves 
strongly respecting the alleged impropriety of the demand 
for costs usually made by attorneys when applying for pay- 
ment of a debt previously to commencing legal proceedings 
—the report states :—Your council regret that the court 
should have so expressed themselves, as they believe that, 
whatever may be the legal difficulties of enforeing from a 
debtor the charges so claimed, his just liability to pay them 
is beyond question. The facts are simply these : a debtor 
has neglected to pay the amount he justly owes, although 
required to do so by his creditor, who, failing to obtain 

payment, puts the matter into the hands of his attorney for 
recovery. The attorney, ou the instructions of the creditor, 
writes to the debtor demanding payment of the debt, and at 
the same time demands payment of his charges for making 
the application. Who ought, properly, to bear these 
charges occasioned solely by the default of the debtor to 

y his just debt? That the attorney is entitled to be paid 
her the duty in respect to which the charges are made, there 
ean be no doubt—but by whom? The council are of 
opinion, and they think that that opinion will be indorsed 
by the mercantile community, that these charges should be 
paid by the person who has occasioned them, namely, the 

ulting debtor. Unfortunately, however, while he is the 

person who in justice ought to pay them, there is no legal 
process for enforcing their payment from him, there being 
no cause in court until the writ is issued, and the attorney 
having, to save the expense and necessity of legal proceed- 
ings, written first to the debtor demanding payment, to 
give him the option of avoiding such proceedings. 

How demanding from the debtor the costs so occasioned 
in order to relieve his client, the injured creditor, is a pro- 
ceeding calling for the censure of the court upon the 
attorney making such demand, your council fail to per. 
ceive. On the contrary, it seems to them that he is only 
doing his duty towards his client—and they desire, as re- 
presenting their profession, to express that opinion, which 
they may add is fally supported by the following judg- 
ment of Mr. Baron Martin, in the case of Caine and 
another v. Coulson (11 W. R. 239), where his lordship is 
reported to have said :— I do not at all mean to say it is 
unreasonable that where a debtor has not paid a debt in 
the usual course, and the creditor has to employ an 
attorney for the purpose of enforcing it, the attorney 
should have a right to say—‘ Remit me the money and 
6s. 8d. the cost of the letter.’ I do not think there is 
anything unreasonable in that, nor do I think any blame 
onght to be imputed to an attorney for so writing.” 
While, however, the council entertain this opinion, and re- 
gret that there are no means by which this just claim can 
be legally enforced from the debtor, they trust that the 
courteous practice which has hitherto prevailed amongst 
the members of their profession of applying for payment 
before action brought, will be still generally adopted, even 
though it may result in some personal loss to the attorney 
a0 acting.— Trish Law Times. 
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'_.The evening papers yesterday announced the death of 
Sir Charles Robert Turner, who was a master of the Court 
Queen’s Bench from 1840 to 1870. Sir Charles, who was 
in his eighty-seventh year, was a brother of the late Lord 
Justice Tarner. 


At the winter assizes at Swansea on Monday, says the 
Daily Telegraph, a labourer named Hugh Trevor argued 
with Mr. Justice Mellor the question, ‘‘ What constitutes 
burglary” Trevor was indioted for breaking into a house 
at Llantrissant and stealing goods therefrom, but he held 
that as the window had not been fastened, and the door was 
only secured by the placing of three chairs against it, he 

d not be indicted for burglary, but only for “entering.” 
Mr. Justice Mellor admitted the ingenuity of the contention, 
ruled Lo ge the prisoner, who was found guilty, and 
Was sentenced to ten years’ penal servitude and five years’ 


police supervision. 


Appotntnuents, Ete. 


Mr. Francis Hamp Apams, solicitor, of Upton Bisho 
has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the 
Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women for Hereford- 
shire. 

Mr. Artucr WILLIAM CRAwLEY Bosrvy, barrister, has 
been appointed to act as Assistant-Collector at Ahmedabad. 
Mr. Boevy is the fourth surviving son of the late Sir Martin 
Hyde Crawley Boevy, Bart. He was born in 1845, andis « 
graduate of Balliol College, Oxford. He was called to the 
bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1868, and is a 
member of the Bombay Civil Service. 

Sir Anprew Fatrparrn, Knight, has been re-elected 
Chairman of the Leeds School Board. Sir A. Fairbairn is 
the son of the late Sir Peter Fairbairn, who was knighted 
— Mayor of Leeds) on the opening by the Queen of the 

ds Town Hall. He was born in 1828, and was educated 
at St. Peter's College, Cambridge, where he graduated as 
thirty-seventh wrangler in 1850. He was called to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1852, and form- . 
erly went the Northern Circuit. He was elected Mayor 
of Leeds in 1866, and again in 1867, and during his second 
year of office he was knighted on the visit of the Prince of 
Wales to the Leeds Art Exhibition. Sir A. Fairbairn was 
an unsuccessful candidate for the representation of Leeds in 
the Liberal interest in 1868. He has been chairman of the 
Leeds School Board since its formation in 1870. 


Mr. GzorcE CAVELL Fitter, solicitor, has been unani« 
mously elected Town Clerk of the Borough of Wareham, 
in succession to his father, Mr. Freeland Filliter, who 
has been appointed recorder of Wareham. The office has 
remained in Mr. Filliter’s family for several generations. 


Mr. JasPer Gisson, solicitor, of No. 64, Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner 
for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married 
Women in and for the Cities of London and Westminster 
and the County of Middlesex. 


Mr, Witi1am GriBertson, solicitor, of Preston, has 
been appointed District Registrar at Preston for the 
Lancaster County Palatine Court of Chancery, in the 
place of Joseph Catterall, Esq., barrister-at-law, resigned, 
Mr. Gilbertson was admitted a solicitor in 1849. 


Mr. Gasriet Prior Gotpyey, barrister, has been ap- 
pointed Recorder of the Borough of Helston, in succession 
to Mr. Charles Greville Prideaux, Q.C., appointed recorder 
of Exeter. Mr. Goldney is the eldest son of Mr. Gabriel 
Goldney, M.P. for Chippenham. He is a graduate of 
Exeter College, Oxford, and was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1867. He practises on the 
Western Circuit, and at the Wiltshire, Bath, and Bristol 
Sessions, and he acted last year as a commissioner to in- 
quire into the existence of corrupt practices in the city 
of Norwich. 

Mr. Davip Howe tt, solicitor, of Machynlleth, has been 
elected (without opposition) Coroner for the Machynlleth 
Division of Montgomeryshire, in the place of Mr. David 
Roberts Paghe, deceased. Mr, Howell was admitted a 
solicitor in 1845, and is partnership with Mr. Edward 
Morgan. He is also registrar of the Machynileth County 
Court and clerk to the county magistrates. 

Mr. Grorez Ferris Waipnorns Mortimer, solicitor, 
deputy town clerk of Romsey, has been elected Town Clerk 
of that Borough, in the place of Mr. Charles John Tylee, 
resigned. Mr. Mortimer has been successively managii 
clerk to Messrs. Gedge & Co., solicitors to the Schoo! 
Board, Messrs. Freshfields & Williams, solicitors to the 
Bank of England, and Mr. Nelson, solicitor to the Great 
Western Railway Company, and has now joined Messrs. 
Stead & Tylee, of Romsey. 

The Hon. Cuartes Dovetas Richarp Hansvry TRACY, 
barrister, M.P., has been appointed Vice-Lieutenant of 
Montgomeryshire. Mr. Tracy is the second son of the late 
Lord Sudeley, and was born in 1840, He was formerly a 
lieutenant in the Royal Navy. He was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1866, and for a short 
time practised on the Oxford Circuit. Mr. Tracy has repre- 





sented Montgomeryshire in the Liberal interest since 1863. 
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Zeqal Pews. 


The Hume Scholarship in Jurisprudence at University 
College, London, of the value of £20 per annum, tenable for 
three years, has been awarded to Miss Eliza Orme. 


It is stated that at Bavarian executions the clerk of the 
court breaks a black wand and throws the fragments at the 
feet of the criminal as a symbol that his life is to be violently 
and suddenly terminated. 


The Local Government Board have appointed Mr. 
Robert Rawlinson, C.B., C.E., and Dr. Robert Angus Smith, 
F.R.S., to be inspectors for the purpose of granting certi- 
ficates under the Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1876. 


There seems to be a prospect of some difficulty in pass- 
ing the Judicature Bills for the German empire. A telegram 
says that at Wednesday’s sitting of the German Parlia- 
ment, the President, Herr von Forckenbeck, read a letter 
from Prince Bismarck communicating the objections of the 
Federal Council to the resolutions adopted by the House at 
the second reading of the Judicature Bills. Parliament re- 
solved to postpone for a few days the debate upon the third 
reading of these Bills. 


The last of the cases sent to Warwick for trial from 
other counties, says the Times reporter, affords a good ex- 
ample of the working of the new Act for the regulating of 
winter assizes. The witnesses were kept waiting nine days 
in a strange town for the trial of the case, and were put to 
expenses not covered by the allowance made by the 
Treasury; while the friends of the prisoner experienced 
great difficulty in attending, and, not being witnesses, had 
no right to any allowance for their expenses. 


In a case before Vice-Chancellor Malins this week a 
letter was read which contained the following re- 
marks :—“If you have already offered up your petition 
at the shrine of the Great Goddess Chancery, I must 
listen to her oracular response. Thus a great lawsuit 
will be won; query, by whom? Your goddess has gulped 
many splendid estates down her horrible gullet, and 
crunched her hapless victims like a dainty dessert. Oh, 
grand national preserve for wild beasts! Oh, beasts of 
prey, how you snap your jaws as you sce another carcass 
‘dragged to your kennel!” 


In the case of a prisoner convicted of arson at the Win- 
chester Assizes, it was stated by the chief constable of the 
Portsmouth borough police that from inquiries he had made 
he had reason to believe that the prisoner had been engaged 
in the same malpractices for several years. He had traced 
him back as far as 1871, in which year his house in 
Islington was burnt, and he recovered the insurance. Since 
that time he had had some twelve or thirteen fires in his 
various residences for the time being. Three had been in 
London, three in Southampton, two at Portsmouth, and 
others at Bognor, Torquay, Shanklin, and elsewhere. In 
all cases he had recovered sums of money from the insurance 
companies, 


In the case of the application of Mrs. B. A. Lockwood 
to the United States Supreme Court, for admission to prac- 
tice, Chief Justice Waite announced, on the 6th December, 
the decision of the court refusing the application. He 
said that, “by the uniform practice of the court from its 
organization to the present time, and by a fair construction 
of the rules, none but men are admitted to practise before 
it as attorneys and counsellors. This is in accordance with 
immemorial usage in England and the law and practice in 
all the States until within a recent period, and the court 
does not feel called upon to make a change until such 
change is required by statute or more extended practice 
in the highest courts of the States.” 

A New Zealand paper, quoted in the New Zealand Jurist, 
says that when the late Mr. Poynter was resident magistrate 
of Nelson, he was famed for being a “ split-the-difference 
eee ;” and in those primitive days and quiet localities 

do a deal more than most magistrates would attempt 
now. A case of trespassing cattle or horses was before him, 
and the prosecuting officer was short of a witness, whereupon 
Mr. Poynter, ejacu , “I saw them,” came down from 
the bench, entered the witness-box, saying to the clerk of 


who gave evidence to an empty bench, returned thereto, 
and fred the owner of the pA des This story may be 
strange, but it has the merit of truth; and so has a 
connected with the same magistrate, who once fined hi 

10s. because his horse had strayed about the streets, 


Judge Green, of the Second District, Washi 
Territory, says the Albany Law Journal, may fairly claim 
to be considered the most cautious occupant of the bench 
extant. A case recently came before him in which aq 
Indian was charged with the murder of another 
who was a medicine man. The defendant’s wife had been 
very ill, and laboured under the firm conviction that the 
medicine man had bewitched her. The husband went to 
the medicine man, and requested the release of hig wifg 
from the spell which was killing her. The demand wag 
refused by the reputed wizard, who further said that the 
woman was in his‘power and would die the next day, 
Upon this the husband very naturally killed him. The 
defence took the ground that a ‘belief in witchcraft wag 
sancticned by the Bible, and was common all the world 
over. The judge, in charging the jury, observed that he 
did not feel at liberty to assume that there was no such 
thing as witchcraft; that he would not take upon himeelf 
to deny the possibility of the enchantment of the sick 
woman ; and that as the defendant believed it to be hig 
duty to save his wife by killing the medicine man, it wag 
proper for the jury to find a verdict of not guilty, which 
they accordingly did, to the confusion of all future 
medicine men. 








Obituary. 


SIR BRYAN EDWARDS. 


Sir Bryan Edwards, Knight, late Chief Justice of 
Jamaica, died at Eltham Pen, Spanish Town, in thut island, 
on the 6th inst., at the age of seventy-seven. Sir Bryan 
Edwards was the son of the Jate Mr. Bryan Edwards, and 
was born in 1799. He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in the year 1825, and he practised for several years 
on the Western Circuit and the Wiltshire Sessions. In 
1859 he was appointed Chief Justice, Vice-Chancellor, and 
judge of the vice-admiralty court for the olen 
Jamaica, and in 1859 he was knighted by patent. He 

the office of Chief Justice for thirteen years, including the 
period of the outbreak in 1865, and in 1869 (at the ae of 
seventy) he retired ona pension. Sir B. Edwards had still 
continued to reside in the colony. 


oe 


MR. HENRY HOPLEY WHITE, Q.C. 


Mr. Henry Hopley White, Q.C., died at his residence, 
The Firs, Rectory-grove, Clapham, on the 10th inst., at the 
age of eighty-seven. ‘The deceased was born in 1789, 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas 
Term, 1818. He practised for many years as an equity 
draughtsman and conveyancer. He had been for a very long 
time a bencher of the Middle Temple, and in 1866 he 
served the office of treasurer of that society. In the same 
year Mr. White received a silk gown from Lord Cranworth, 
but he appears to have sought the distinction rather as an 
honogsehto retirement, for he does not appear to have en- 
gaged in professional practice since his promotion. 





MR. AUGUSTUS LE MESSURIER. 


Mr. Augustus Le Messurier, barrister, formerly Advocate- 
General of the Presidency of Bombay, died at his residence, 
50, Upper Baker-street, Portman-square, on the 8th inst, 
at the age of seventy-six. Mr, Le Messurier was 

1800, and was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michael- 
mas Term, 1821. He shortly afterwards left England for 
Bombay, where he practised with very great success. 
1847 he was appointed by the East India Company to the 
post of Advocate-General of the presidency, and held that 
office till 1857, when he relinquished his Indian practice 
and returned to England. 








the court—“ Swear me, Joe.” ‘‘ Joe” swore his worship, 
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Courts. 
COUNTY COURTS. 
LIVERPOOL. 


(Before J. F. Cotrier, Esq., Judge.) 
Dec. 11.—Ez parte Smyth § Co. Re Peters Brothers, 


Bankruptcy Act, 1869, s. 72—Custom of wheat trade—Effect 
of delivery order to bearer—Equitable assignment of pro- 
ceeds of wheat, sold—Costs of actions restrained by court of 
Bankruptcy. 

Messrs. Peters Brothers, a firm of corn merchants in 
Liverpool, failed in July last, with liabilities amounting to 
$41,339 and acsets amounting to £15,369. They filed a 

tition for liquidation, and Mr. Banner, jun., was chosen 
trustee. Amongst the assets were claims upon six of the 
debtors’ customers, or clients as they are now termed, 
amounting to £4,000. They in due course were applied to 
for their accounts but refused payment on the ground that 
they had received notice from Messrs. Ross T. Smyth & 

Co., corn merchants in Liverpool, that their debts had been 

hypothecated to them, and that they would indemnity 

them against any claim of the trustee. The latter imme- 
diately instituted proceedings against the alleged debtors, 
and issued writs, but on the application of Messrs. Ross 

T, Smyth & Co. was restrained by the county court from 

eeding with the actions on the ground that it had juris- 

Fetion under the 72nd section of the Bankruptcy Act to 

decide all questions arising in any case of bankruptcy, and 

that this was a case within the purview of the statute. The 
order was made on the terms of the defendants paying the 

money claimed, and a sum for costs, into court. This was a 

motion whereby the court was asked to declare that the 

money paid into court was the money of Messrs. Ross 

T. Smyth & Co. and not of the trustee under the liquida- 

tion of Peters Brothers, 

Herschell, Q.C., and Potter, for the trustee, and 

Russell, Q.C., and F. Thompson (of the chancery bar) for 
Messrs. Ross T. Smith & Co. 

Hie Honovr.—The circumstances under which the money 
came into possession of the court will best appear from the 
following statement of facts:—On the 12th of April, 
1876, Messrs. Ross T. Smyth & Co. sold to Messrs. Peters 
Brothers, through a broker, 20,000 centals of Cali- 
fornian wheat, to be delivered in store during 
all the month of July, payment to be by cash on 
delivery. On the 12th of July Messrs. Smyth & Co. wrote 
to inform Messrs. Peters Brothers that they were ready 
to deliver the wheat. On the 13th Messrs. Peters 
Brothers tendered to Messrs. Smyth & Co. a delivery 
order made out to them (Peters Brothers), which, how- 
ever, Messrs. Smyth & Co. did not honour, but instead 
they handed to Messrs. Peters Brothers another order in 
& printed form addressed to the Mersey Docks and Har- 
bour Board, in whose warehouse the corn was stored, in 
the following form (as far as is material) :—*t Please 
deliver to selves or bearer the under-mentioned goods,” 
&o. This, for convenience, I shall call the ‘general 
order.” A few days previously Messrs. Peters 
Brothers had sold ao quantity of the wheat to 
sub-purchasers, and on the 13th several sub-orders 
signed by Peters Brothers, and addressed to Messrs. 
Smyth & Co,, were presented to Messrs. Smyth & 
Oo. These sab-orders were on the same day indorsed 
on behalf of Smyth & Co. by their clerk, Mr, Phillips, to 
Smyth’s warehouseman, and by him to another warehouse- 
man, also in the service of Smyth & Oo., who had charge 
of the wheat at the warehouse of the dock board. Deliveries 
began under these sub-orders on the forenoon of the 14th, 
and went on that and on the 15th, 17th, and 18th, till 
about 8,000 centals had been delivered. Peters Brothers 
filed their petition in liquidation on the 19th. Subse- 
quently the trustee under the liquidation brought actions 
€gainst six of the sub-purchasers for the proceeds of the 
orn gold. This court stayed those actions on the defend- 
ants paying the money claimed into court to abide the 
result of this motion, together with a eum for costs also to 
abide any order the court might make. The foregoing are 
the facts not in dispute. There are other and most im- 
portant facts, a very contradictory narrative of which is 
Given by the different parties. 1 may say at once that 








I adopt the account of what took place on the Ith 
and 15th of July, given in the evidence of Mr. Hugh 
Lyle Smyth and Mr. Phillips as being established 
by the greater weight of evidence, and by the proba- 
bilities of the case. I think that Mr. Peters did at 
the interview with Mr. H. L. Smyth, on the morning of 
the 14th, promise that he would hand over to Messrs. 
Smyth & Co. the proceeds of the wheat he had sold in 
Manchester as he received them from the buyers, and that 
he would give a letter to that effect, and that the deliveries 
were made by Mr. Smyth conditional on his so doing. It 
will now be convenient to consider the effect of the general 
order and the sub-orders. The evidence, I think, was con- 
clusive that the Mersey Docks and Harbour Board take no 
notice of the word “ bearer” in an order in the form of 
the general order, or rather give it the modified interpre- 
tation of a bearer in the employment of the parties named 
in the order. Directly, therefore, the order was presented 
to them, an entry was made in their books that delivery 
was to be given to Ross T. Smyth & Co., and they recog- 
nized no other persons as having any title to the goods. [ 
certainly found it difficult to understand why, if Messrs. 
Smyth & Co. intended to keep possession of the goods, ° 
they handed to Messrs. Peters Brothers a delivery order 
to bearer, secing that they had a man at the ware- 
house, through whom it would have been easy to 
have sent the order direct to the officers of the dock 
board. It was explained that the course pursued was 
for convenience, Messrs. Peters Brothers being most 
interested in the delivery. However that may be, it is 
clear that Messrs. Peters Brothers did not consider that 
under the general order they had any actual or constructive 
possession of-the wheat, for they addressed the sub-orders, 
which were subsequent to the general order, to Smyth & 
Co. ; and by so doing confirm, and to my miad make con- 
clusive, the evidence that an order in the form of the general 
order by the custom of the trade passed no property to the 
bearer other than the person named in the order or his re- 
presentative. I therefore hold that no actual or constructive 
possession of the goods passed to Messrs. Peters Brothers 
under the general order. As to the sub-orders, I do not 
think that an order in their form, even if addressed to the 
dock board, would have been such a delivery of possession 
as would divest the unpaid vendors’ lien. It must be 
observed, however, that the sub-orders in this case differ 
from the documents usually brought under the notice of 
courts of law in the following respect, viz.—that they are not 
addressed or indorsed to the bailees of the goods. In 
the present case the orders are addressed to Messrs. 
Smyth & Co., are signed by the buyers (viz., Peters 
Brothers), and are in favour of bearer. They are 
indorsed by Smyth & Co. not to the dock board, 
but to their own general warehouseman, who was 
not employed at the dock board’s warehouses, to be by 
him again indorsed or counter-sigued to another ware- 
houseman of Messrs. Smyth’s, who was employed at the 
dock board warehouses, and who would have to go to the 
dock board to get the corn (which was in Smyth & Co.’s 
name under the general order), before he could deliver it 
to the persons presenting the sub-orders. The intention 
of this course of dealing was to keep possession of the 
goods in the hands of Smyth & Co. until actual delivery, 
and in my opinion it had that effect, There is no evidence 
that any delivery took place under the sub-orders before 
the arrangement come to by Mr. Peters with Mr. Hugh 


‘L. Smyth on the forenoon of the 14th. I, therefore, 


think that no title to the goods had passed up to that 
time. There was then, in my opinion, a perfeotly good 
equitable assignment, iv good faith and for valuable con- 
sideration to Smyth & Co. of the proceeds of the corn 
sold by Peters Brothers, and I hold that Smyth & Co. are 
entitled to those proceeds. Next, as to the costs of the 
actions: There is nothing to show that the trastee had 
notice of the claimof Messrs. Smyth & Co. as now put 
forward, and it must be remembered that he had before 
hit, and had a right to believe, Mr. Peters’s version of 
the transaction of the 14th of July. I am not prepared to 
say whether or not his bringing the alleged debtors before 
the court and examining them would, under the ciroum- 
stances of this case, have been the best course to 
pursue ; on the other hand, it is obvious that the defendants 
in the actions might'either have done at once what they have 
done now, viz., paid the money into this court, or into the 
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court in which the actions were brought, and asked for | had once belonged to the bankrupt and had been transferred 
the opinion of this court as to its disposal; or they might 


have consolidated the actions or taken advantage of the 
provisions of the Judicature Act intended to meet such 
cases as these. They did neither of these things. They 
let the actions go on. Iam unable to say that the trustee 
was not right in bringing these actions, and, therefore, I 
think he is entitled to the costs he has incurred. The 
order of the court will be that the sums of £4,000 and 
£250 in court be paid to Messrs. Ross T. Smyth & Co. 
after payment thereont of the trustee’s costs of the said 
actions as between party and party, to be taxed by the 
proper officer, and that the costs of this motion be paid 
out of the debtor’s estate. 

Solicitors for the trustee, Barrell ¢ Rodway, 

a for Messrs. Ross T. Smyth & Co., Bateson 
§ Co. 

LEeps. 
(Before Mr. Serjeant Trxpat ATKINsoN, Judge.) 

Dec. 4.— Wheeler § Wilson v. Hinchliffe. 
Trover—Order and disposition clause—Letting to hire—Notoriety 
of custom. 

In delivering judgment in this case the Jupcz said :—The 
plaintiffs in this case are sewing machine manufacturers, 
and they sue the defendant, an auctioneer, for the conver- 
sion of one of their machines. It was proved at the trial 
that they are in the practice of letting out to hire sewing 
machines, with an option to the hirer when the instalments 
are duly paid to become the owner of the chattel. In the 
month of December, 1873, a written agreement was entered 
into between the plaintiffs and one George Thompson, a 
carver and gilder, which recited that he had hired from 
them a machine of the value of £8, upon the terms that 
£1 was to be paid at once as a premium, and also a rental 
of 10s. 6d. a month, Thompson to have the option, when 
the whole sum of £8 was paid, to become, by the pay- 
ment of the nominal sum of one shilling, the owner of the 
machine. Thompson was permitted by the plaintiffs to 
pay the monthly hire ba | irregularly, and at the time 
of his bankruptcy in April of the present year he was 
considerably in arrears for the hire. The trustee of the 
bankrupt’s estate, finding the machine among the bank- 
rupt’s furniture, employed the defendant to sell it, and 
the sum it realized amounted to £3 2s, 6d. For this sale 
the plaintiffs have brought the present action of trover, 
en the ground that no property in the machine ever 
passed to the bankrupt, and that at the time of the bank- 
ruptcy it was not in his order or disposition with the 
consent or permission of the plaintiffs. It was admitted 
at the trial by Mr. Pullan, the defendant's solicitor, that 
there was a well-known and established custom of 
lending these machines out to hire, but he con- 
tended that the plaintiffs, by not enforcing the monthly 
payments for the hire, and not exercising their right, 
under the agreement, of resuming possession, bad 
been guilty of laches; and that, notwithstanding the 
notoriety of the custom, they had by that means made 
the machine part of the bankrupt’s assets. I am of 
opinion that this contention cannot be supported. The 
general knowledge of the world of the custom of letting out 
these machines to hire cannot be affected by the forbearance 
to press for the arrears arising from tho hiring, and which 
arrears were only known to the lender and the hirer. This is 
not a case in which the goods were originally the property of 
the bankrupt, but which he had subsequently sold to a vendee, 
who had allowed him, up to the time of his bankruptcy, to 
remain in possession. Such cases are within the mischief 
which the order and disposition clause was enacted to 
prevent. In such cases there is nothing to qualify the 
apparent right of the possessor of the goods to deal with them 
as his own, and the reputed ownership clothes him with the 
false credit which enables a fraudulent debtor to obtain 
the goods of creditors up to the eve of his recat fe 
The language of the Chief Judge in bankruptey in the 
case of Ez parte Emerson, Re Hawkins, 20 W. R. 110, 
seems pointedly applicable to the present case. There the 
trader had hired household furniture under a written 
- me by which he was to pay a weekly rent for the use 

it, and at the time of bis bankruptcy the furniture 
remained in “i house <tc ay a 
possession. In gi judgment learned Chief Judge 
seid that “ the stl of the order and disposition clunse was 
not to be strained. In cases where the property in question 





to another person, but was allowed to remain in the 
ownership of the bankrupt, the statute applied. But there 
was another class of cases in which property in the apparent 
possession of the bankrupt was considered not to be in hig 
order and disposition, and this was the law where there was 
a custom of trade under which the goods of one man were 
notoriously allowed to continue in the possession of another,” 
It appears to me that the facts on which this judgment 
proceeded, with the single change of the word “sew; 
machine” substituted for that of “furniture,” are almost 
identical with those of the present case; and therefore, there 
being no fraud or grovs negligence on the part of the 
plaintiffs, I hold that the machine was not at the time of 
Thompson’s bankruptcy in his order and disposition ag 
reputed owner by the consent or permission of the plainti 
and thatthere must be a verdict for the plaintiffs for the 
amount realized at the sale, of £3 2s. 6d., with costs, 

Counsel for the plaintiffs, West. 

Solicitor for the defendant, Pullan. 
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ASSESSORS IN ECCLESIASTICAL CASES. 


At the Court at Windsor, the 28th day of November, 1876 
—Present, the Queen’s most excellent Majesty, Lord 
President, Lord Chamberlain, Earl of Derby, Mr. Secretary 
Cross. 

Whereas there was this day read at the Board a repre. 
sentation, dated at the Council Chamber, Whitehall, on the 
15th of November instant, from the Right Honourable and 
Most Reverend the Archbishop of Canterbury, the Right 
Honourable and Most Reverend the Archbishop of York, the 
Right Honourable and Right Reverend the Bishop of London, 
the Right Honourable the Lord Chancellor, apd the Right 
Honourable the Lords of the Judicial Committee of her 
Majesty’s Privy Council, humbly recommending to her 
Majesty that the following be the rules under the Appel- 
late Jurisdiction Act, 1876, by which it is enacted that her 
Majesty may, by Order in Council, with the advice of the 
Judicial Committee of her Majesty’s Privy Council, or any 
five of them, of whom the Lord Chancellor shall be one, 
and of the archbishops and bishops being members of her 
Majesty’s Privy Council, or any two of them, make rules 
for the attendance on the hearing of ecclesiastical cases as 
assessors of the said committee of such number of the 
archbishops and bishops of the Church of England as may 
be determined by such rules, and that the rules may pro- 
vide for the assessors being appointed for one or more 
year or years, or by rotation, or otherwise, and for filling 
up any temporary or other vacancies in the office of 
assessor : 

“I. The Archbishop of Canterbury, the Archbishop of 
York, and the Bishop of London shall be ex-officio ass¢ssors. 
of the Judicial Committee of her Majesty’s Privy Council 
on the hearing of ecclesiastics] cases sceesting to the fol- 
lowing rota, that is to say, the Archbishop of Canterbury 
from this day until the 1st of January, 1878 ; the Arch- 
biskop of York from the 1st of January, 1878, till the Ist of 
January, 1879 ; and the Bishop of London from the Ist of 
January, 1879, until the 1st of January, 1880, and so 
on | a similar rotation for the period of one year each, 

“TI. The other bishops of dioceses within the provinces 
of Canterbury and York shall attend as assessors of 
the Judicial Committee on the hearing of eccle- 
siastical cases according to the following rota, that 
is to say, from this day until the 1st of January, 
1878, the four bishops who on this day are the four 

junior bishops for the time being; seniority for the purpose 
of this order to be reckoned from the date of appointment to 
the episcopal see; from the Ist of January, 1878, till 
the Ist of January, 1879, the four bishops who on 
the Ist of January, 1878, shall be the four bishops 
next in order of seniority; and from the Ist of 
January, 1879, till the 1st of January, 1880, the four 
bishops who on the lst of January, 1879, shall be the four 
bishops next in order of seniority, and 90 on by & sim 
rotation until the senior bishop for the time being is reached, 
when the rotation shall be carried back to and sgain com- 
mence with the junior bishop. 
“TIL In the event of any one, or more than one, vacancy 
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veyrring in the office of ecclesiastical assessor, the vacancy 
or vacancies shall be filled up by the person or persons then 
yext according to the rotations aforesaid. : 
“TV. A summons to attend on the hearing of every 
iastical case about to be heard before the said Judicial 
Committee shall be issued to the five ecclesiastical assessors 
for the time being ; and no such case shall be heard before 
the said Judicial Committee unless there are at least three 
of such assessors present at the hearing: Provided that the 
present at the commencement of the hearing of any 
neh case shall continue to be the assessors for that case 
qntil it shall be fully heard and disposed of, although 
their term of office, according to the rotation aforesaid, may 
jn the meantime have expired: Provided also that in the 
event of the death, resignation, or absence, by reason of 
illness or other unavoidable cause, of any one of the assessors 
nt at the commencement of the hearing, the hearing of 
the case may proceed so long as at least two assessors are 
” 


Her Majesty, having taken the said representation into 
consideration, was pleased, by and with the advice of her 
Privy Council, to approve the said rules made upon the re- 
commendation of the right honourable the most reverend 
and right reverend prelates, the Right Honourable Lord 
Chancellor, and the Right Honourable the Lords of the 
Jndicial Committee as aforesaid, and to order, as it is 
hereby ordered, that the same be punctually observed, 
obeyed, and carried into execution. Whereof the most 
reverend and right reverend the archbishops and bishops 
of dioceses within the provinces of Canterbury and York, 
and all other persons whom it may concern, are to take 
notice and govern themselves accordingly, 

C. L. Pest. 


—— 


WINTER ASSIZES. 


Ai the Court of Windsor, the 28th day of November, 
1876—Present, the Queen’s most excellent Majesty in 
Council. 

Whereas by Order in Council dated the 23rd day 
of October, 1876, made in pursuance of section 5 of 
th Winter ‘Assizes Act, 1876, it was ordered that the 
jurisdiction of the justices and judges of the Central 
Criminal Court at any session of oyer and terminer 
or gaol delivery held for the Central Criminal Court 
district in the months of November, December, 
or January, should extend to the thereinafter-men- 
tioned counties and parts of counties neighbouring to the 
said district, viz., county of Sussex, county of Berks, 
county of Herts, and such parts of the counties of Essex, 
Kent, and Surrey as were not included in the Central 
Criminal Court district, as if such counties and part of 
counties were included in the Central Criminal Court 
district ; and by the same order the Central Criminal Court 
Aot was applied to the said counties and parts of counties, 
and offences committed therein, as if the same counties 
and parts of counties were mentioned in that Act, subject 
to the modifications and exceptions thereinafter stated : 

And whereas doubts have been entertained whether, by 
the said Order in Council, the jurisdiction of the Central 
Criminal Court was extended to the county of the city of 
Canterbury locally situated within the county of Kent : 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 5 of the said 
Winter Assizes Act, 1876, her Majesty is pleased, by and 
with the advice of her most honourable Privy Council, to 
order that the said Order in Council of the 23rd day of 
October, 1876, shall apply to the county of the city of 
Canterbury as if the same county had been expressly 
mentioned in the said order. C. L. Past. 


AFFIDAVITS. > 


_ The Clerks of Records and Writs have issued the follow- 
ing notices: — 
1. As to written office copies : 
“In consequence of the small character and illegibility of 
¢ writing in many of the office copies of affidavits for the 
‘use of the court, the Clerks of Records and Writs have been 
ted to require all office copies left for examination te 
be fairly and legibly written.” * 


3 * This simply repeats the provision of ord. 6, r. 18, of the 

jules of the Supreme Court (Costs),”’ 12th of August, 1875, 
which mogtives that all written office copies ‘shall be written in 
© Deat legible manner.’’ 








2. As to “ distinctive marks” : 

“ All affidavits bearing a distinctive mark will be filed 
and indexed under the letter in such mark.’’ 

Record and Writ Clerks’ Office, Dec. 8, 1876. 








Zaw Students’ Sournal. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


PRELIMINARY EXAMINATIONS BEFORE ENTERING INTO 
AxricLes oF CLzRxksHiP To SoLicitors. 

Pursuant to the judges’ orders, the preliminary examina- 
tion in general knowledge will take place on Wednesday, 
the 16th, and Thursday, the 17th of May, 1877, and will 
comprise :-—— 

1. Reading aloud a passage from some English author. 

2. Writing from dictation. 

3. Writing a short English composition. 

4. Arithmetic—the first four rules, simple and com- 
pound; the rule of three; and decimal and vulgat 
fractions. 

5. History of England, and geography of Europe and of 
the British Isles. 

6. Latin—elementary. 

7. (1) Latin. (2) Greek, Ancient. 
German. (5) Spanish. (6) Italian, 

The special examiners have seleoted the following books 
in which candidates will be examined in the subjects num- 
bered 7 at the examination on the 16th and 17th of May, 
1877 :— 

In Latin—Cicero, De Amicitia; or Virgil, Aneid, 
book IX. 

In Greek—Xenophon, Memorabilia, books IL..and IT. 

In French—Lesage, Gil Blas de Santillane, liv. 1, I1., 
and III. ; or Moliére, Le Misanthrope. 

In German—Schiller, Abfall der versinigten Nieder- 
lande, books I. and II.; or Goethe, Hermann und 
Dorothea. 

In Spanish—Cervantes, Don Quixote, cap. xv. to xxx: 
both inclusive; or Moratin, El Si de las Ninas. 

In Italian—Manzoni’s I Promessi Sposi, cap. i. to viii. 
both inclusive ; or Tasso’s Gerusalemme, 4, 5, and 6 
cantos, and Volpe’s Eton Italian Grammer. 

With reference to the subjects numbered 7, each candi- 
date will be examined in two languages according to his 
selection. Candidates will have the choice of either of the 
above-mentioned works. 

The examinations will be held at the Incorporated Law 
Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, and at some of the 
following towns :—Birmingham, Brighton, Bristol, Cam- 
bridge, Cardiff, Carlisle, Carmarthen, Chester, Durham, 
Exeter, Lancaster, Leeds, Lincoln, Liverpool, Maidstone, 
Manchester, Newcastle-on-Tyne, Oxford, Plymouth, Salis- 
bury, Shrewsbury, Swansea, Worcester, York. 

Candidates are required by the judges’ orders to give 
one calendar morth’s notice to the Incorporated Law 
Society, before the day appointed for the examination, of 
the languages in which they propose to be examined, the 
place at which they wish to be examined, and their age 
and places of education. All notices should be addressed 
to the secretary of the Incorporated Law Society, Chan. 


cery-lane, W.O. 
KE. W. Wittramson, Secretary. 

Incorporated Law Society's Hall, Chaucery-lane, 

Deo., 1876. 

Examination days for 1877.—Wednesday, 2ist, and 
Thursday, 22nd February ; Wednesday, 16th, and Thurs- 
day, 17th May; Wednesday, llth, and Thursday, 12th 
July ;Wednesday, 24th, and Thursday, 25th Ootober. 


(3) French. (4) 
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THE PROCEDURE BEFORE THE WRECK 
COMMISSION. 


Tae following observations as to the new procedure in 
inquiries as to the causes of wrecks are made by the Wreck 
Commissioner with reference to the case of The Dinorah 
(ante, p. 9) in his report to the Board of Trade:—The 
commissioner observes that an impression seems to prevail 
that these inquiries must be regarded as in the nature of a 
criminal proceeding, and that they must consequently be 
governed by the rules which prevail in such cases. He 
cannot, however, concur in that opinion. The Legislature 
has, in the exercise of its discretion, thought proper to enact 
that no person stall be allowed to navigate certain descrip- 
tions of vessels without having obtained a certificate which 
would show that he is qualified to perform the duties which 
he undertakes. It has declared that it wili not allow British 
ships, and the lives and property on board, to be risked 
without obtaining some security that the person who has 
charge of the ship is competent to navigate her. With this 
view it has provided means by which officers may be 
examined as to their fitness to take charge of certain classes 
of ships; and in the event of their being found competent, 
the Board of Trade is authorized to give them certificates 
enabling them to serve as master or as mate on board these 
vessels. But the Legislature has not stopped here; it has 
gone on to say that when a shipping casualty has occurred 
the Board of Trade may, if it thinks fit, order a formal 
investigation to inquire into the circumstances of the case, 
and if it appears to the court before which the investigation 
is held that the conduct of any officer possessing a certificate 
of competency is likely to be called in question it may 
require him to surrender it, and the court is to hold the 
certificate until the termination of the inquiry, and it may 
then either return it to him, or may, if it thinks fit, 
guspend, or even cancel it. What, it appears to me, the 
Legislature has done is this: In the interests of the public, 
and for the greater security of life and property at sea, it has 
required that every ship of a certain character or description 
shall be navigated by an officer who has shown that he is 
qualified to undertake the duty, and, as evidence of his 

ualification, that he has obtained a certificate of competency. 
f while that officer is in command of a ship, the ship and the 
lives of those on board are placed in peril, it has said that his 
conduct shall be required into, and, as a preliminary step to 
that inquiry, that he shall surrender his certificate, subject to 
its being returned to him or not, according as he may be 
able to give a good account or otherwise of his conduct. 
The mere fact that the vessel of which he was in charge and 
the lives of those on board were exposed to peril ig sufficient 
to require him to show how the accident happened, and 
whether he ought or ought not to be continued in the 
possession of a power which will enable him to expose other 
ships and other lives to a like peril. This being the view 
which the court takes of these inquiries, the position of the 
Board of Trade is not that of a public prosecutor, at all 
events, in the inception of the proceedings, but rather that 
of an inquirer in the public interest into the circumstances 
attending the casualty. It therefore appeared that the most 
convenient course to adopt would be that the Board of Trade 
should, first, in accordance with section 14 of the General 
Rules, produce all the witnesses who were on board at the 
happening of the casualty, and who could give material 
evidence in regard thereto, and put such questions to them 
as might tend to elicit the fullest information as to the 
circumstances. Counsel for the officers or others whose 
conduct was being inquired into might then put any questions 
which he thought necessary to explain theconduct ofhisclients, 
The witnesses would then, where there were, as in the present 
ease, conflicting interesis, be subjected to cross-examina. 
tions by the opposing counsel; and, lastly, the Board of 
Trade would be entitled to re-examine. The course, then, 
would be this—the Board of Trade would first examine gene- 
rally to elicit the facts; then there would be an examination 
of the witnesses by the counsel representing them on the 
inquiry, and which may be regarded rather as an examina- 
tion-in-chief; then a cross-examination by the opposing coun- 
sel ; and, lastly, a re-examination by the Board of Trade. 
Objection was, indeed, taken to the mode in which the ex- 
amination of the witnesses was conducted by the Board of 
Trade. It was said that the officers were on their trial, and 
that the Board of Trade must be regarded as the prosecutors, 
and that consequently they had no right to put questions to 





witnesses whom they had themselves produced which could 
not be allowed to be put by counsel in an examination.in. 
chief. But from the views taken of the nature of thege 
proceedings and of the position of the Board of Trade theraj 
it would not be right or proper so to limit the intervention. 
of the Board of Trade. In the present case there werg 
opposing" interests and an opposing counsel, so that the 
witnesses would of necessity be exposed to cross-examinati 
but in the great majority of cases which would come beforg 
the court the only parties would be the Board of Trade and 
the incriminated parties; and if the Board of Trade were not 
allowed to put any questions but such as would be allowed 
in an examination-in-chief, the witnesses would go away 
without being cross-examined at all, and the whole end and 
object of the inquiry would be defeated. The Board of 
Trade was, therefore, at liberty to put all questions calcu. 
lated to elicit the truth, even to the extent of cross-examin- 
ing the witnesses with a view to ascertain whether their 
statements were or were not true. 





JUDGES’ CHAMBERS. 


“ A West-EnD Manacina CLERK” writes to the Times as 
follows :—“ Notwithstanding the publicity with which you 
have given the complaints which have been made concern. 
ing the mode in which business is transacted in the Queen’s 
Bench Division at Judges’ Chambers, nothing has been done 
to remedy the evil. To show you that things are going from 
bad to worse, I will give you an instance of what occurred 
on Wednesday, and which is only a moderate specimen of 
what is daily occurring, 

‘‘ Desiring to issue an important summons, [ went to that 
division at Judges’ Chambers on Wednesday afternoon about 
three, when, as a rule, the chambers are tolerably deserted, 
and a summons can be issued at once without delay, and [ 
found, as any of your readers can find every day, only one 
clerk—quite a young fellow—doing the work of the whole 
division, and astring of applicants besieging his desk. On this 
occasion I counted twenty-four, and the room not being suffi. 
ciently long to contain thenumber in a straight line, they had 
formed a complete circle, so that had I waited for my turn, 
though starting from the desk where this lonely, but hard- 
working, official sat, before my turn came to apply for my 
summons, I should have had to travel round a circle about 
10ft. or 12ft. in diameter, moving a step at a time, until 
those who had the fortune to precede me passed one by one 
slowly away—a process which would have occupied half an 
hour at the least; but I could not waste the time, and, 
therefore, returned to the office and sent a junior clerk, 
whose time 4 a not be of so much value. But with what 
success ? He has just returned and states he was unable te 
issue the summons because he, with several others, had to 
leave without transacting the business he was sent for, as 
this unfortunate official bad said he eould not issue an 
more sttmmonses because he ‘ was thoroughly done up.’ 
quite believe it. He is a young man, and though he 
works hard and, as far as [ have seen, ceaselessly the whole 
day, he is totally unable to cope with the business which 
has hitherto been done by three or four clerk:, or to bear the 
disproportionate strain it throws upon him. 

“ And why does this state of things exist? Because the 
judges are now powerless, The appointment of chamber 
clerks has, by the Judicature Acts, bven taken out of their 
hands, the business at Judges’ Chambers being now ‘ per- 
formed by officers of the court in the permanent civil 
service of the Crown’ (Judicature Act, 1873, s. 79); and 
the appointment of additional clerks, therefore, rests with 
the Government; hence the delay. But something ought 
really to be done at once. The profession and the public 
are put to considerable inconvenience, and justice, which is 
at the best slow enough, is now further impeded by 
who are to some extent responsible for its administration. 

“ Supposing the only clerk representing that division were 
to be taken ill (and nothing is more probable, considering 
the intense mental strain he is daily subject to), would the 
legal machinery stop altogether until he recovered, or unti 
the Government had at last appointed some additional 
assistance ? 

“The delay is inexplicable, especially seeing that there is 
at this moment a gentleman, who was the chamber clerk 
of an eminent judge who has been elevated to the House 
of Lords, and ipso facto has, through the operation of the 
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oo 
gation I have referred to, ceased to be an officer of the 
qgurt—a gentleman of considerable experience and ability 
jn chamber practice, and who has gained the admiration 
gnd confidence of the profession, and is in every way a 
most desirable person to be appointed—nay, from his long 
i ices and ability, ought to be appointed—to fill 
the vacancy, but who is now out of employment, 
«The above represents the facts as they are, and I hope 
that this condition of affairs will be remedied without 


farther delay.” 








BIRTHS AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
WuireLEY—Dec. 13, at Dulwich-common, the wife of George 
Crispe Whiteley, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
Wux1nson—Dec. 10, the wife of John Wilkinson, of 1, Cam- 
pridge-place, Regent’s-park, and 28, John-street, Bedford-row, 
of a daughter. 
DEATHS. 
Dixon—Dec. 6, at his residence, Pledwick, near Wakefield, 
Benjamin Dixon, of Wakefield, solicitor, and for fifty years 
deputy-clerk of the peace for the West Riding of Yorkshire, 


80. 
ttt Dec. 10, at The Firs, Rectory-grove, Clapham, Henry 
Hopley White, Q.C., bencher of the Middle Temple, aged 87. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Tuespay. Dec. 12, 1876. 
Cooper, Christopher Bird, and William Reeve, 46, Bedford row, Lendon 
itors. Decs 
Herbert Frederick Sanders, and Montgomery Hooper, 17, Gracechurch 
#t, London, Solicitors, Dec 6 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fripay, Dec, 8, 1876. 
LIMITED In CHancerY. 
Langham Skating Rink Company, Limited.—Patition for winding up, 
resented Dec 7, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon on Dec 16. 
kreth, Moorgate st, solicitor for the petitioners 
Millwood Colliery Company, Limited. -The M.R. has, dy an order dated 
Aug 5, appointed George Edwin Swi hinbank, Laurence Pountney, 
lane, to be the official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 8, to send their names and addre.ses, and the particalars of their 
debts or claims, to the above. Monday, Jun 15, at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
Patent Gas Economizer Company, Limited.— Petition for winding up 
7 Nov 18, directed to be heard before the M.R. on Dec 16, 
w, Clifford’s inn, Fleet st, solicitor tor the petitioners 


County PabaTine oF Lancaster. 

Bodfari Hematite Iron Mining Company, Limited.—By an order made 
by the V.C., dated Nov 80, it was ordered that the voluntary winding 
up ofthe above company be continued. Mather, Liverpool, solicitors 
for the liquidators 

Tugspay, Dec. 12, 1876, 
Limited In Cuancery. 

Barnett’s Patent Asphalte Paving Company, Limited.—By an order 
dated Nov 28, V.C. Bacon has nppointeid Joseph Priestley, Cheap- 
side, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts orclaims, tothe above. Thursday, Jan 25, at 12, is ap. 

ted for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

British and Colonial Trust Corporation, Limited.—The M.R. has, by an 
order dated Nov 13, appointed Frederick Bertram Smart, Cheapside, 
to be official liquidator. Cred:tors are required, on before Jan 8, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to the above. Monday, Jan 22, at 11,18 appointed for hear- 
ing and a@judicating upon the debts and claims 

General Sewage and Manure C.mpany, Limited.—The M.R. has, by an 
order dated Nov 13, appointed James Qvoper, Coleman st buildings, 
to be official liquidator 

London and Provincial Consoildated Coal Company, Limited.—Credit- 
ors ‘are required, On or before Jan 12, to send their names and ad- 

and the particulars «f their debts or claims, to James Bellamy 
and John James Bodmer, Bloomfield st 

National Funds Assurance Company, Limited.—The M.R. has, by an 
order dated Nov 13, appointed John Luttman, Queen Victoria st, to 
be official liquidator : 

North London and Suburban Skating Rink Company, Limited.—By an 
order made by the M.R., dated Deo 2, it was ordered that the above 
company be wound up. Chapman, Fenchurch st, solicitor for the 

tioner 


farland Commercial Company, Limited.—The M.R. has fixed Friday, 
Dec 22, at 12, at his chambers, as the time and place for the appoint. 
ment of an offiical liquidator 

wyn Iron, Steel, and Coal Company, Limited.—The M.R. has 
fixed Thursday, Dec 21, at 12, at his chambers, as the;timesand place 
fer the appointment of an official liquidator 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 


: 2 Tusspay, Dec. 12, 1876. 
Loyal Victoria Society, Borough Vaults, Longton, Stafford. Dec 9 
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Creditors under 22 & 28 Vict. cap. 35. 
Laat Day of Claim. 
Fripay, Dec. 1, 1876. 

Alexander, John Murray, Hugh st, Pimlico. Jan8, Kinsey and Ade, 
Bloomsbury place 

Bagwell, Louisa Gertrude, Bristol, Dec 30. Dix, Bristol 

Davies, Edward, Tynewydd, Montgomery, Gent, Jan 15. Minshalls 
and Jones, Oswestry - 

Dunn, Elizabeth, Hoddesdon, Hertford. Jan 15. Spence and Co, 
Hertford 

Freestone, Anthony George, Southelmham, Suffolk, Gent. Jan 12, 
Copeman, Norwich ' 

Geany, : ohn, Ripley, Surrey, Gent. Dec31. Paterson and Co, Chan- 
cery lane 

Godfrey, William, Eaton, Berks, Farmer. Jan 28, Walsh, Oxford 

— Edward, Teffont, Wilts, Dec26. George Henry Westbury, 

ndover 

Haxell, Ann Nelson, Alma sq, St John’s wood. Jani. Hicks and 
Arnold, Salisbury st, Strand 

Holding, Richard, Southport, Lancashire, Coal Dealer. 
Welsby and Co, Southport 

Hughes, Thomas Whitmore, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Merchant. Jan 31. 
Ingledew and Daggett, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Hunt, William Andrew, Teignmouth, Devon, Esq. Jan 29, Cookson 
and Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Ingley, Thomas, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Baker. Dec 16. Pointon, 
Birmingham 

a ye William, Liverpool, Gent. Jan16. 


Jan 1. 


Francis and Co, Liver- 


poo! 

Lanchester, Henry, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Retired Engine Driver. 
Dec 30. Trotter, Stockton-on-Tees 

eunen, ereens Melville, Lytham, Lancashire, Esq. Feb 1. Catterall, 

eston 

MacDowell, Redmond Clements, Fortess terrace, Kentish town, Gent, 
Dec 30. Bayly, Bucklersbury 

Moon, Alexander, Portiana st, Oxford st, Licensed Victualler. Jan 17. 
Shaen and Co, Bedford row 

Moses, Anne, Teignmouth, Devon. Jan3l. Ingledew and Daggett 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Nesbitt, Hannah, Berwick-upon-Tweed. Dec 30, Sanderson, Berwicke 
upon-Tweed 

Pearson, Richard, Edgbaston, Warwick, Gent. Jan 15. Griffiths 
and Co, Birmingham 

Penny, Louisa Margaret, Herne Bay, Kent. Jan 26. 
Co, Austin-friars 

Pollard, Margaret, Mirfield, York. Dec 20. Ibberson,j un, Dewsbury 

Shaliess, Edwin, Kidbrook, Kent, Auctioneer, Jani. Young, New- 
gate st 

Suteliffs, Samuel, Todmorden, York, Draper. Jan 5. Stansfield and 
Sager, Todmorden 

Taylor, John, Whitefield, Pilkington, Lancashire, Manufacturer, Jan 
3. Grundy and Co, Manche ster 


Merriman and 


Toft, Elizabeth, Little Stukeley, Hantingdon. Dec 23. Maule aud 
Burton, Huntingdon 
Toft, Richard, Ab»otts Ripton, Huntingdon, Farmer. Dec 23, 


Maule and Burton, Huntingdon 

Tuck, Arthur, Blackheath, Kent, Gent. Jan 18, 
lane, Cannon st 

Wilson, Henry, jun, New Windsor, Berks, Victualler. Jan1. Bartley 
and Co, Somerset st, Portman sq 


Turspay, Dec. 5, 1876. 

Adams, Francis, Leicester, Baker. Jan 1. Stevenson, Leicester 

Allam, John, East Tisted, Hants, Yeoman. Feb 1. Blackmore and 
Son, Alresford 

Beckwith, Wiiliam Henry, Liverpool, Carriage Broker. Jan 31. 
Payne and Son, Liverpool 

Bowman, Robert, Gridleton, York, Retire d Supervisor of Excise, Dec 
31. Jackson, Rochdale 

Braure, Pierre Francois Joseph, Stoke-nex t-Guildford, Surrey, Gent. 
Jan 16. Futvoye and Co, John st, Bedford row 

Cant, David, Manchester, Joiner. Jan 27. Farrar and Hall, Manchester 

Geary, Eleanor Margaret, Enville Hall, Stafford. Dec 31. Bower and 
Coiton, Chancery lane 

Gih, Anthony, West Hartlepool, Durham, Gent. Jan 1. Todd, Hartle- 


Reep and Co, Bush 


vol 
pa John, Eastcott, Middlesex, Farmer. Jan 1. Mason and Son 

Bedford row 
Grisdale, Jane, Whitehaven, Cumberland. Jan 8. Brockbank and 

Helder, Whitehaven - 
Grisdale, Mary, Whitehaven, Cumberland. Jan 8. 

Helder, Whitehaven 
Hancock, Jane, Surbiton, Surrey. Jan 5, Denby, Frederick’s place, 

Old Jewr 
Kill, tae North Shields, Northumberland, Draper. Febl. Dale, 

North Shields 
Landsheer, Eugene, Boscobel gardens, St Marylebone, Sculptor. Jan 

1. Brown, Lincoln's inn fields , 
Levett, William, Liverpool, Lancashire, Miller. Dec 20. 

Co, Liverpool * ; 
Lindfield, Mary, Ditchling, Sussex. Jan 1. Freeman and Gill, Brighton 
Little, Alexander, Windermere, Westmorland, Esq. Jan 31. Bow- 

nass, Windermere : 

McGzachy, Sarah Gibbes, Clifton, Bristol. Dec 30. Cooke and Sons, 

Bristol 
Marsh, Marianne, Thornton Heath, Surrey. Jan 2, Taylor and Son, 

Field court, Gray's inn court ‘ 
Ocock, William, Seaton, Devon, Chemist. Dec 25, Forward, Axmin- 


ster 

Perry, William, Leadenhall st, Ship Owner. Feb 1. Walters and 
Gush, Finsbury circus 

Read, Ellen, Partington, Cheshire. Jan 1. Grundy and Kershaw, 


Manchester : 
Simon, John Swainson, Penny Bridge, Ulverston, Lancashire, Gent, 
Jan 16, Thomson and Wilson, Kendal 
Steadman, John, Low Dryburn, Durham, Farmer. Dec 26. Chapman,. 
Durham 


Brockbank and 


Jevons and 
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Vaughan, Hon Edward Courtenay, St James’ st, late a Captain Rifle 
Brigade. Feb 6. Tatham and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Williams, John, Treffos, Anglesea, Esq. Dec 31. Potts and Roberts, 
Chester 


Young, Dame Frances Susanna, Ennismore gardens, Princes gate. 
Jan li, Turner, Sackville st, Piccadilly 


Bankrupts . 
Fripay, Dec. 8, 1876. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Davies, James Pinson Labule, Lagos, Africa, Merchant. Pet Aug 9. 
Pepys. Dec 19 at 11 
Ebeling, Anthony F __, Arlington sq, New North rd. Pet Dec 4. 
Brougham. Dec 19 at 12 
Elkington, Themas, Golden lane, St Luke’s, Builder. Pet Dec 5. 
Hazlitt. Dec 19at1 
Miles, Charles, Well st, South Hack ney, Furniture Dealer. Pet Dec 7. 
Murray. Dec 19 at 12 
Quelch, Samuel, Rodney rd, Palatinate, New Kent rd, Fishmonger. Pet 
Dec 6. Hazlitt. Dec 20 atl 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Back, John, Exeter, Master Marfner. Pet Dec 6. Daw. Exeter, 
Dec 20 at 11 


Braham, Samuel, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Travelling Draper. Pet Dec 
6. Mortimer. Newcastle, Dec 19 at 2.30 
Loye, Richard, Chittaford Farm, Devon, Farmer. Pet Dec 6. Edmonds. 
®™ East Stonehouse, Dec 30 at 12 
Miller, Joseph, Carlisle, Carrier. Pet Dec 6. Halton. Carlisle, Dec19 at 


Matson, George, Bristol, Corn Factor. 
Dec 19 at 2 

Ollier, William, Widnes, Lancashire, Builder. Pet Dec5. Beliringer. 
Liverpool, Dec 20 at 2 

Savill, George, Wendens, Essex, Innkeeper. Pet Dec 6. Eaden, 

Pet Dec 5. Howell: 


Pet Dec6. Harley. Bristol, 


Cambridge, Dec 21 at 2.30 
Williams, Morgan, Aberdare, out of business. 
Aberdare, Dec 20 at 11 


Turspay, Dec. 12, 1876, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
‘Wood, William Henry, Upper Thames st, Wine Merchant. 
Keene. Jan 8 at 11.30 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Soeea, James, Newport, Mon, Gent. Pet Dec 7. Davis. Newport, Dec 29 
at 1 


Pet Dec 8. 


Cohen, Hermann, Liverpool, Cigar Dealer. Pet Dec 8. Watson. 
Liverpool, Jan 3 at 2 

Collins, William Charles, Union grove, Clapham. Pet Dee 5. 
Willoughby. Wandsworth, Jan5 at 1l 

Lott, William, Gateacre, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. Pet Dec 2, 


Watson. Liverpool, Jan 4 at 2 

Shaw, James, Huddersfield, Yarn Spinner. 
Huddersfield, Jan | at 11 

Small, Frederick, Tenterden, Kent, Farmer. 
Hastings, Dec 27 at 10.45 


Pet Dec 7. Jones, jun. 


Pet Dec 9. Young. 


Smith, Joseph, Manchester, Provision Merchant. Pet Dec8. Lister. 
Manchester, Jan 8 at 10.30 
Taylor, John Oldman, Skirbeck, Lincoln, Farmer. Pet Dec8. Stani- 


land, Boston, Dec 22 at 12.30 

Watts, George, Oxenhall, Gloucester, Farmer. Pet Dec 8. Wilton. 
Gloucester, Dec 30 at 2 

‘Woolhouse, Henry, Sheffield, out of business. Pet Dec 7. Wake. 
Sheffield, Dec 22 at 10.30 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Dec. 8, 1876. 
Levene, Solomon, Cardiff. Oufitter. Dec 7 
ene William Lawson, Queen Victoria st, Metal Merchant. Nov 


Watson, Thomas, Lordship lane, Dulwich. Dec4 
TuxspaY, Dec. 12, 1876. 
Holt, John Deakin, Ashton-under,Lyne, Smallware Dealer. 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, Dec, 8, 1876, 

Ascough, George, North Shields, Nor:humberland, Beerhouse Keeper. 

Be 22 at 3 at offices of Stanford, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon- 
yne 

Atkinson, William, Huddersfield, Woo'len Merchant. Dec 28 at 11 at 
offices of Bottomley, New st, Huddersfield 

Austin, Robert, Birmingham, Salesman. Dec 21 at 3 at offices of 
Rowlands and Bagnall, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Baker, Harry, Bristul, Tailor. Dec 20 at 11 at offices of Milne and Co, 
Albion chamwb-rs, Broad st, Bristol. Fussell and Oo, Bristol 

Balls, Arthur, Ipswich, Bookseller. Deo 23 at 3 at offices of Pearce, 
Princess st, Ipswich. Hil', Ipswich 

Barlow, William, Pendleton, L hire, Bl ith. Dec 22 at 2 at 
Offices of Smith and Boyer, Brazennose st, Manchester 

Barnes, George, Stoke-by-Naylani, Suffolk, Grocer. Dec 28 at 12 at 
Offices of Poliard, 8t Lawrence st, Ipswich 

Benson, Joseph, Pyrland rd, Newington green rd, Commercial Clerk. 
Dec 21 at 12 at offices of Smith, Great James et, Bedford row 

Bettel, William, jun, Middlesborough, Analytical Chemist. Dec 18 at 
li at offices of Thowpsou, jun, Queen’s terrace, Middlesborough 

Binns, Ralph, and James Taylor, Manchester, Butter Factor. Dec 21 
at 4 at ortces of Addieshaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 

Birkett, Richard Parrington, and Catherine Birkett, Witherslack, 
Westmorland, Innkeepers. Dec 22 at 11 at the Commercial Hotel, 
Sendal. Dobson, Bowness 

Boeth, Dennis, Standi-h, Lancashire, Blacksmith. Dec 23 at 10 at 
offices of Lees, King st, Wigan 

Brandon, Thomas, arog oe Ship Broker. Dec 20 at3 at offices of 


Nov 30 


le 





Burdon, James Ishmeria, Borough High st, Southwar 
18 at 2 at offices of Ladbury and Co, Cheapside. 


12 at offices of Nurse, St James st, King’s Lynn 2 
Cavanagh, John, East Retford, Nottingham, Roper. Dec 20 at 11 at 
offices of Bladon, Gainsborough d 
Cawthorn, Thomas, Sheffield, Boot Maker. Dec 18 at 12 at offices of 
Tattershall, St James st, Sheffield 
Chalmers, Francis Neilson, Pall mall, General Agent. Dec 30 at 1 at 
offices of Chatterton, Ludgate hill ‘ 
Chapman, Edgar, Glaston, Rutland, Farmer. Dec 21 at 11 at offices of 
Law, St Mary’s place, Stamford] 
Chapman, Henry, Abingdon, Berks, Boot Maker. Dec 22 at 2 at offices 


of Sedgefield and Pryce, Bath st, Abingdon 
Clark, George William, Thursford, Norfolk, Limeburner. Dee 19 at3 
at offices of Stanley, Bank plain, Norwich 
Clarke, Joseph’ Mansfield, Aston, Warwick, Baker. Dec 22 at 12 at 
offices of Cheston, Moor st, Birmingham 
Clarke, Thomas Gregory, Bolton, Lancashire, Grocer. Dec 21 at 3 at 
offices of Scowcroft, Town Hall sq, Bolton 
Clifford, Hanry, Harbury, Warwick, Baker. Dec 18 at3 at offices of 
Wood, Southam 
Coles, Jacob, Ash grove, Mare st, Hackney, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 
18 at 3 at offices of Mitchell, Argyle st, Regent st 
Collier, Joseph Daniel, High st, Camden town, Mantle Manufacture r, 
Dec 21 at 2 at offices of Allen and Edwards, Old Jewry 
Coran, Jean, Cardiff, Baker. Dec 18 at 11 at offices of Morgan and 
Scott, High st, Cardiff 
Cripps, Hannah, Oxford, Confectioner. Dec 22 at 11 at offices of 
Swearse, Corn Market st, Oxford 
Davies, Amos, Wilden, Bedford, Farmer, Dec 21 at 12 at offices of 
Conquest and Clare, Duke st, Bedford 
Davies, Evan, and David Richard Davies, Risco, Mon. Drapers. Dec 
22 at 1 at offices of Tribe and Co, High st, Newport. Williams and 
Co, Newport 
Denton, George, Northampton, Furniture Dealer. Dec 19 at 2 at the 
Stork Hotel, Old sq, Birmingham. Jeffery, Northampton 
Dixon, Williams, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Cartman, Dec 20 at li at 
offices of Von Dommer, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Dolphin, William, Birmingham, Lithographic Printer. Dec 21 at 12 at 
offices of Hawkes and Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 
Dowson, Robert, Brandon Colliery, Durham, Grocer. Dec 21 at3 at 
offices of Chapman, St Nicholas court, Market place, Durham 
Dudley, John, Aston New town, nr Birmingham, out of business. Dec 
20 at 12 at offices of Grove, Atlas chambers, Paradise st, Birmingham 
Dulson, Joseph, Manchester, Oil Merchant. Dec 22 at 3 at offices of 
Rylance and Barker, Essex st, Manche:ter 
Dysart, John, and John Carragher, Liverpool, Provision Merchants, 
Dec 19 at 3 at offices of Nordon, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Edwards, Joshua, Kingston-upon-Hul!l, Fruit Merchant. Dec 21 at 12 
at offices of Stead and Sibree, Bishop Jane, Kingston-upon-Hull 
Elson, James, Ramsgate, Innkeeper. Dec 20 at 3 at otfices of Sparkes 
and Mercer, High st, Ramsgate 
Elton, Frederick, Newnham, Gloucester, Shoemaker. Dec 22 at 11 at 
offices of Parker, Newnham 
Eslick, Henry Manship Acford, Swansea, Livery Stable Keeper. Dec 
22 at 11 at offices of Barnard and Co, Temple st, Swansea. Field 
Evans, Benjamin, Ferndale, Giamorgan, Greengrocer. Dec 28 at 12at 
offices of Rosser, High st, Pontypriad 
Fewster, William, Kingston-upon-Hull, Twine Maker. Dec 18 at 12 


at offices of Stead and Sibree, Bishop lane, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Gaskell, William Louis, Uphill, nr Weston-super-Mare, Civil Engineer. 

Dec 22 at 11 at ottices of Smith, Handel House, High st, Weston- 

super-Mare 

Grayer, Mabel, Oldbury, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Dec 19 at 

10.30 at offices of Jackson, Lombard st, West Bromwich 

Hampson, William, Ardsley, York, House Painter. Dec 30 at 11 at 
offices of Freeman, Church st, Barnsley 

Hancock, Joseph, Nottingham, Fish Hawker. Janl at 12 at offices of 

Brittle, St Peter’s chambers, St Peter’s gate, Nottingham 

Hill, John, Atherstone, Warwick, Hat Manufacturer. Dec 22 at 2 at 
offices of Baxter, Atherstone 

Hird, William, Fore st, Cripplegate, Cheesemonger. Dec 21 at3 at 
offices of Blachford and Co, College hill, Cannon st 

Hodgkinson, James, Southport, Lancashire, Commission Agent. Dec 
21 at 3 at offices of Dawson, Wood st, Bolton 

Holmes, John Adame, Curdiff, Glamorgan, Ship Chandler. Dec 22 at 

2 at offices of Barnard and Co, Albion chambers, Bristol. Ingledew 

anc Co, Cardiff 

Hughes, Joshua, Oxford, Greengrocer. Dec 20 at 12 at offices of 

Bickerton, St Michael’s chambers, Ship st, Oxford 

Hume, Henry, Liverpool, Hat Manutacturer. Dec 20 at 3 at offices of 

Snowball and Co, Dale st, Liverpool 

Ineson, Edwin, Batley, York, Rag Merchant. 

Watts and Son, Commercial st, Batley 

Johnson, Samuel Butler, Villa rd, Stafford, Clerk. Dec 19 at 3 at offices 

of Hodgson, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Jones, Robert, Liverpool, Muster Mariner. Dec 21 at 2 at offices of 

Williams, Lord et, Liverpool 

Jope, George, Cardiff, Grocer. Dec 29 at 11 at offices of Morgan and 
Scott, High st, Cardiff 

Kershaw, Joseph, Girlington, Bradford, Joiner. Dec 30 at 3.30 at 
offices of Neill, Kirkgate, Bradford 

Key, Robert, Bicker, Lincoln, Farmer. Dec 30 at 12.30 at the Peacook 
otel, Boston. Page, jun, Lincola 

Lake, William, Topsham, Devon, Brewer. Dec 27 at 11 at offices of 

Huggins, Paul st, Exeter 

Laumann, Edward Andrew, Fulham rd, Government Clerk. Dec 23 
at 12 at the Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Winser, Chancery Jane 

Laver, John, Glastonbury, Somerset, Beerhouse Keeper. Dec 21 at 12 
at offices of Holman and Bath, Chilkwell st, Glastonbury 

Leaming, William, Kingston-upon-Hail, Rully Owner. Dec 20 at 11 
2 - George Hotel, Whitefriargate, Kingston-upon-Hull. Reeds, 
u 

Long, Friend, Cheltenham, Gloucester, out of business. Dec 21 at 10 

at offices of Pruen, Regent st, Cheltenham Pe 


Jan 1 at 2 at offices of 





Chalmers, Pemberton buildings, Fenwick st, Liverpool. Bateson and 
Co, Liverpool 


lee i ae aman aan aananandie “eatin meen 





Margerrison, Samuel, Mansfield Wvodhouse, Nottingham, Slater. 
32 at 3 at offices of Belk, Middle pavement, Nottinghan 
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son, George, Chesterfield, Derby, Ironfoander. Dec 27 at 11 a: the 
"Black, Chesterfield 


Stephen, Knightrider st, Wholesale Stationer. Dec 26 at 2 at 
of Tilley and Soames, Finsbury place south 

Mis, John George, Birmingham, Timber Merchant. Dec 22 at 3 at 
ofices of Rowlands and Bagnal!, Colmore row, Birmingham 

yilsam, Samael, and Joseph Cooper, Darlaston, Nutmakers. Dec 21 
32 at offices of Corbett, Pinfold st, Darlaston 

yesson, Thomas, Stone, Stafford, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 21 at 12 at 
the North Stafford Hotel, Stoke-upon-Trent. MacEwen, Man- 


Qsborne, Frederick, Llanfabon, Glamorgan, Innkeeper. Dec 21 at 11 
s¢ offices of Phillips, Maendy place, Aberdare 
George, Ironbridge, Salop, Shoemaker. Dec 22 at 12 at offices 
and Sons, Walker st, Wellington 

Patterson, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Miller. Dec 22 at 3 at offices 
_ @¢ Johnston, Pilgrim st, aes og dog 

16 at 12 at offices of Pitt, 
Dec 19 at 11 at 





Charles, Bristo!, Dairyman. 
Broad st, Bristol. Clifton, Bristol 
Frederick, Phoenix st, Somers town, Grocer. 
offices‘ of Breton, Southampton row,Holborn 
Pott, Frederick James, Staines, Tailor, Jan3 at 2 at offices of Horne, 


es 

Powell, Morgan, and Watkin Price, Resolven, Glamorgan, Butchers. 
Deo 21 at 11 at offices of Charles, The Parade, Neath ; 

Prest, George Slater, Sutton Bridge, Lincoln, Timber Merchant. Dec 

Mat 1 at the Bridge Hotel, Sutton Bridge. Stableforth, Holbeach 


Arnold, Albert, Southampton, Lodging House Keeper. Dec 20 at at 

offices of Shutte, Portland st, Southampton 

Ashworth, Henry, bo og Tailor. Dec 29 at 2 at the Queen’s Hotel, 

Todmorden. Hartley, Burnley 

Bailey, Joseph, Accrington, Tailor.‘ Dec 28 at 2 at the Peel’s Arms, 

Whalley rd, Accrington. Whalley, Accrington 

Barnes, Thomas, Gloucester, Innkeeper. Dec 21 at 11 at 21,St John’s 

lane, Gloucester. Haices 

Barns, Anne, Lyme Regis, Dorset. Dec 26 at 11.30 at the George 

Hotel, Axminster. Hirtze), Exeter 

Barns, Elizabeth Ruth, Lyme Regis, Dorset. Dec 26 at 11,30 at the 

George Hotel, Axmioster. Hirtzell, Exeter 

Barns, Walter, Lyme Regis, Dorset, Gent. Dec 26 at 11.30 at the 

George Hotel, Axmiaster. Hirtzel, Exeter : 

Beart, Arthur, Litcham, Norfolk, Butcher. Deo 38 at 11 at offices of 

Bircham, Fakenham 

Bennett, Goorge, Morley, nr Leeds, Innkeeper. Dec 22 at 3 at 
Wharton’s Hotel, Leeds. Watson, Leads 

Bertram, William, jun, Chester, Iron Merchant. Dec 22 at 12.30 at 

the Grosvenor Hotel, Chester. Churtou, Chester 

Brindley, James Elijah, Chesterton, Stafford, Dial Manufacturer. Dec 
20 at 3 at offices of Llewellyn and Ackrill, Piccadilly st, Tunstall 

Carreck, William Norman, Bromley, Kent, Bird Stuffer. Dec 28 at 3 at 
offices of Gregory, Barbican 

Cassidy, Francis Bernard, Liverpool, Outfitter, Dec 29 at 2 at offices 
of Edwards, Brazennose st, Manchester 

Chamberlain, John, Leicester, out of business. Dec 28 at 3 at offices 





Isaiah William, Ironbridge, Salop, Innkeeper, Dec 18 at 11,30 
et offices of Osborne, New st, Shifnal 
, William Henry, Birmingham, Commission Agent. Dec 19 
at 11 at the Great Western Hotei, Monmouth st, Birmingham. 
Rooke, Birmingham 
Geerge Henry, Poulton’ssq, Chelsea, Italiam Warehouseman. 
Dec 28 at 4 at offices of Henderson, Moorgate st buildings, Moorgate 
gt, Oarter, Old Jewry cliambers 
faimo, Alberto, Westbourne park, Bayswater, Commission Agent. 
Dec 28 at 3 at offices of Woolf and Co, Queen st, Cannon st 
Ratcliff, Lemue!, Lakenheath, Suffolk, Plumber. Dec 22 at 2 at offices 
of Tillett, Castle meadow, Norwich 
Rathborae, Charles Atkinson, East Stonehouse, Devon, Surgeon R.N. 
Dec 23 at 12 at offices of Rodda, Westweli chambers, Plymouth 
Reed, Jane, Newton Bewley, Durham, Farmer. Dec 19 at3.30 at 
offices af Draper, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees. Patrick, Bis hop 
Renton, William, and James Jolinson, Leeds, Millwrights. Dec 19 at 3 
at offices of Emsley, East parade, Leeds 
Henry, The Oval, Brixton rd, Builder, Dec 20 at 1 at offices of 
Stollard, South Moulton st 
Richardson, Charles, Copperfield rd, Mile End, Stay Manufacturer, 
Dec 28 at 2 at offices of Coles and Co, Bucklersbury. Chapman, 
Fenchurch st 
Bebertson, William, Greek st, Soho, Stationer. Dec 19 at 2 at offices of 
Berkeley, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Rymer, Thomas, Hoit, Denbigh, Solicitor. Dec 27 at 11 at offices of 
Pugh, Temple row, Wrexham 
fayil, William, Clarence rd, Kentish own, Clerk. Dec 19 at 2 at 
offices of Kennedy, Warwick court, Gray’sion 
feett, Francis, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Tailor. Dec 18 at 3 at offices of 
Hopper, Grainger st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Scott, Walter, Snow hill, Merchant. Dec 20 at 3 at offices of Scrivener, 
Worfolk st, Strand. James and Co 
Settle, Emma, Bradford, Grocer. Dec 22 at 4 at offices of Atk inson, 
Tyrrel st, Bradford 
Skelton, James, Jarrow, Durham, Baker. Dec 20 at 3 at offices of 
Duncan and Duncan, Market place, South Shields 
Skene, William, Buckhurst hill, Essex, Doctor of Medicine. Dec 29 
at3 at offices of Lewis aud Co, Old Jewry 
Small, John, Margate, Journeyman Miller. Jan 2 at 12 at the George 
Ian, King st, Margate. Gibson 
Smith, Thomas, Manchester, Ironmonger. Deo 21 at 2 at offices of 
Bowden, King st, Manchester 
Sommerville, William, and Thomas Sommerville, Manchester, Cabinet- 
a Deo 19 at 11 at the Trevelyan Hotel, Corporation st, Man- 
Staples, Joseph Luke, Redmore terrace, Bradmore, Hammersmith, 
Baker. Dec 19 at 3 at offices of Godfrey, Gresham buildings, Bas- 
inghall st. Watson, Guildhall yard 
Dac 20 at 2 at offices of 


, James, Halifax, Provision Dealer. 
‘ Roose and Price, North John st, Liverpool. Bellringer and Linton, 


' 

Stockdale, George, Haitwhistle, Northumberland, be = . Dec 22 at 1 
at offices of Macdonald, Mosley st, Newcastle-upon-fyne 

Stokes, William, and William Boddy, Acocks green, Worcester, 
Builders. Dec 20 at 3 at offices of Duke, Temple row, Birmingham 

Tompkins, Brian, Olark’s yard, Canonbury st, Islington, out of business. 
Dec 21 at 12 at offices of Taylor and Jaquet, South st, Finsbury sq 
Tough, William Edmund, Leeds, Grocer. 20 at 2 at offices of 


if 


Harle, Bank st, 

Walker, Henry John, Great Dover st, Southwark, Printer. Dec 14 at 
$ at offices of Chipperfisld, Trinity st, Southwark 

We , James, Serene el, Silver Plater. Dec 18 at 2 at 
offices of Greaves and Allen, Old yg Sheffield 

Wanstall, Witherden, Bir chington, Kent, Butcher. Dec 21 at 2 at 3, 


ee Till 

Warom, Joho, Birmingham, Grocer. Dec 20 at 3 at offices of Beaton, 

Temple row, Birmingham 

Watson, Louis, Brighton, Wine Merchant. Dec 23 at 1 at 6, Great 
James st, Bedford row. a Brighton 

Ya, Titian Widbia, Oxford, Grocer, Dec 22 at 11 at offices of Mal- 

9 st, Oxfo 
Westoby, James, Frodingham, Lincoln, Coal Merchant. Dec 21 at 12 


wong Th ed yo fall ik, Innkeeper. Dec 16 at 13 
orne, Yor . 16at1 

at of Teale ad Sen, Leyburn ‘ 

Torspar , Dec. 12, 1876. 

Isaac, and H use Akeroyd, Leeds, Cleth Manu- 


of Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester 

Champion, Walter, Ore, Sussex, Builder. Dec 19 at 3 at offices of 
Miller and Miller, Sherborne lane. Savery, Hastings 

Chandler, Thomas, Leeds, Refreshment Houss Keeper. Dec 22 at 3 at 
the Alexandra Hotel, Harrogate. Dalton, Leeds 

Clark, George William, Thursford, Norfolk, Limeburner. Dec 13 at 
offices of Cates, Swan st, Fakenham, in lieu of the place originally 
named 

Clarke, Arthur, Sha ftesbury st, New Northrd, Bookbinder. Dec 20 at 
3 at offices of Barnett, New Broad st 

Cottle, Henry, Liverpool, Baker. Dec 29 at 2 at offices of Stephenson, 
India buildings, Fenwick st, Liverpool 

Coulthard, John, Carlisle, Commercial Clerk. Jan 4 at 3 at offices of 
Errington, English st, Carlisle 

Cripps, Thomas, St Thomas the Apostle, Devon, Publican. Dec 22 at 
430 at the Castie Hotel, Castle st, Exeter. Friend, Exeter 

Davies, David, Yockleton, Salop, Licensed Victualler. Dec 22 at the 
Crown Hotei, Shrewsbury, in lieu of the place originally named 

Dickinson, John Waddington, Old Swan, nr Liverpool, Licensed 
Victualler. Dec 29 at 2 at offices of Morris, Harrington st, Liverpool 

Driver, Lewis John, Sheffield, Draper. Dec 22 at 12 at offices of Auty 
and Son, Queen st, Sheffield 

Edwards, John, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Innkeeper. Dec 21 at 11 at 
offices of Hughes and Sons, Pier st, Aberystwith : 

Ensor, Henry, Birmingham, Carter. Deo 23 at 12 at offices of Davies, 
Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Fenby, Jonathan, Scarborough, Butcher. Dec 22 at 32.30 at offices o 
Hick, Newborough st, Scarborough f 

Fisher, Walter, Bristol, Printer. Jan 1 at 2at offices of Beckingham 

Fisk, Benjamin Ebenezer, Brighton, Grocer. Dec 29 at 3 at 2, 
Gresham buildings. Nye, Brighton 

Foulkes, James, Ardwick, Lancashire, Joiner. Dec 22 at 3 at offices 
of Gardner, Brown st, Lancaster 

Francis, George, Douglas, Isle of Man, Surveyor. Dec 27 at 2 at offices 
of Bridgman and Co, Westminster buildings, Newgate st, Chester 

French, Richard James, Old Swan, nr Liverpool, Flour Dealer. Dee 
28 at 3 at offices of Roose and Price, North John st, Liverpool. 
Quinn, Liverpool 

Garbutt, Frederick William, Bradford, Worsted Manufacturer. Dec 27 
at 10 at offices of Hutchinson, Piccadilly, Bradford 

Gill, William, Burton-on-the-Wolds, Leicester, Farmer. Dec 29 at 12 
at offices of Dean and Lickorish, Loughborough 

Gillespie, John, Manchester, Draper. Dec 27 at 12 at offices of Stead, 
Essex st, Manchester 

Goldberg, Solomon, Middlesboro ugh, Merchant Tailor. Dec 23 at 11 
at Griffith’s Temperance Hotel, Linthorpe rd, Middlesborough, 

Bainbridge, Middiesborough : 

Gordon, Daniel, Leeds, Draper. Dec 22 at 11 at offices of Hardwick, 
Infirmary st, 

Gregson, John Henry, Bingley, York, Draper. Dec 27 at 2 at offices 
of Dixon and Son, Kirkgate, Wakefield 

Griffin, John, Richmond rd west, Brompton, Provision Dealer. Dec 29 
at 3 at offices of Aird, Eastcheap 

Griffiths, Philip, Aberaman, Glamorgan, Tailor. Dec 22 at 1 at offices 
of Linton, Canon st, Aberdare : 

Haggar, William, Masborough rd north, Hammersmith, Grocer. Dec 
21 at 3 at offices of Godfrey, Gresham buildings, Basiaghall st. 
Watson, Guildhall yard 

Hahn, Henry, Lombard st, Merchant. Jan 9 at 2 at offices of Link- 
later and Co, Walbrook 

Haigh, William, Holmfirth, York, Greengrocer. Dec 29 at 2 at offices 
of Booth, John William st, Huddersfield 

Halliday, George, Apperley Bridge, York, Boat Builder. Dec 23 at 16 
at offices cf Watson and Dickons, Victoria chambers, Market st, 


Bradford 
Hare, Henry, Birmingham, Watchmaker. Dec 19 at 10.15 at offices of 


East, Elden chambers, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Hayes, Mary Ann, and John Fowke Stafford, Builders. Dec 22 
at 3 at the Vine Hotel, Satter st, Stafford. Greatrex, Stafford 

Heywood, John, Bristol, Paper Manufacturer. Dec 22 at 12 at offices 
of Miller, Whitson chambers, Nicholas st, Bristol 

Hionitt, John, Kidderminster, out of business. Deo 20 at 3 at offices 
of Corbett and Co, Baxter chambers, Chureh st, Kidderminster 


Hobson, Mary, Handsworth Woodhouse, York, Grocer. Dec 23at 11 
at offces of Taylor, Norfolk row, Sheffield 

Horrocks, Thomas, and John Banks, Manchester, Manufacturers. Dec 
29at 3 at offices of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 3 
‘ones, Geo! Marske-by-the-Sea, York, Plumber. Deo 28 at 11 at 

offices of Ellison, Argy’ Tees, Thompson, jua, 


Hotel, Stock ten-on-' 





Akeroya, 
ane. Dec 22 at 1h at office sof Middleton and Sous, Park row, 





Middlesborough 
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Jones, William, Swansea, Beerhouse Keeper. 
Thomas, Rutland st, Swansea 

Kellaway, William, Warwick lane, Paternoster row, Printer. Oec 23 
atli at the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. French, Ctutched 
friars 


Lavies, Joseph Samuel, Warwick sq, Belgravia, Doctor of Medicine. 


Dec 22 at 11 at offices of 


Jan 9 at 3 at the Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn. Lewis and 
Lewis, Ely place 
Littlewood, George, Perry Barr, Stafford, Paper Cutter. Dec 22 at 11 


at offices of Perry, Union passage, Birmingham. East, Birmingham 

Lovivond, Heury, Northiam, Sussex, out of business. Dec 30 at 11 
at the Bridge House Hotel, London bridge. Butler, Rye 

Lowe, Daniel, Dudley, Worcester, Coal Dealer. Dec 20 at 11 at offices 
of Stokes, Priory st, Dudley 

Lynass, William Francis Joseph Aloysius, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk, 
Draper. Jan | at 12 at the Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds. Gross 

Mackinson, Samuel Heary, and James Pickup, Great Bolton, Lanca- 
shire, Joiners. Dec 27 at 3 at offices of Grundy, Oxford st, Bolton 

Mailars, Edward Henry, Cumberland row, Islington, Furniture Dealer. 
Dec 23 at 12 at offices of Hawkins, Chancery lane 

Mayian, Stephen, Nottingham, Grocer. Jan 5 at 4 at offices of 
Cockayne, Fletcher gate, Nottingham 

McKinness, William, Hanley, Stafford, Tailor. Dec 28 at 1! at offices 
of Tennant, Cheapside, Hanley 

Moody, Robert, Leeds, Cowkeeper. 
Bank st, Leeds 

Moore, Hobart, Brighton, Stationer. Dec 13 at 1 at offices of Fenner 
and Co, Gresham buildings. Goodman, Brighton 

Nightingale, James, Ambleside, Westmorland, Carter. Jan 2 at 11 at 
offices of Fisher and Gatey, Bowness 

Orton, George, Birmingham, Metal Polisher. Dec 22 at 10.15 at offices 
of East, Eldon chambers, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Parkinson, George, Southport, Lancashire, Shoe Dealer. Jan 6 at 11 
at offices of Gibson and Bolland, Sonth John st, Liverpool 

Pearson, Thomas Newton, Handforth-cum-Bosden, Cheshire, Sales- 
man. Dec 27 at 3 at offices of Reddish and Lake, Bridge st, Siock- 


Dec 28 at 3 at offices of Granger, 


port 

Peascod, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Merchant. Dec 21 at 2 at 
offices of Fairclough, Sandnili, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Perrott, Walter, Swansea, Draper. Dec 14 at 3 at the Castle Hotel, 
Swansea, 1n lieu of the place originally named 

Pilson, James, Cambridge, Wine Merchant. Dec 30 at 2 at offices of 
Catling, Guildhall place, Cambridge. Newton, Finsbury circus 

Pitcher, Douglas, Brighton, Wine Merchant. Dec 23 at 1 at offices of 

oodman, Prince Albert st, Brighton 

Price, Isaiah William, Ironbridge, Broseley, Salop, Innkeeper, Dec 
18 at the Tuns Inn, Ironbridge, in lieu of the place originally named 

Randall, Alfred George, Offchurch, Leamington, Warwick, Farmer. 
Jan 4 at 3 at offices of Rowlands and Bagnal!, Colmore row, Birming- 
ham 


Richards, Ishmael, Liandderfel, Merioneth, Innkeeper. Dec 28 at 1 
at the King’s Head and Roya! Hotel, Llangollen. James, Corwen 
Rudge, Henry, Claines, Worcester, no occupation. Dec 29 at 11 at 
offices of Parker, Newnham 

Sage, Henry, Wa!worth rd, Baker. Dec 27 at 12 at offices of Kempster, 
Lower Kennington lane 

Seed, Elizabeth, Lindley, nr Huddersfield, Oil Extractor. Dec 30 at 
10 at the Woolpack Hotel, Buxton rd, Huddersfield. Hutchinson, 
Bradford 

Smart, John Hezekiah, Northampton, Contzaetor. Dec 22 at 11 at 
offices of Jeffery, Market sq. Northampton 

Smith, Walter, Derby, Watch Manufacturer. Dec 28 at 2 at the Com- 
mercial Sale Room, Warwick, Derby. Moody, Derby 

Smyth, James Wigfieid, Hartlepool, Durham, Painter. Dec 27 at 12 
at offices of Todd, Town wa)l, Hartiepool 

Sobey, Cooper, St Austell, Cornwail, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 23 at 12 
at offices of Smith and Paul, Princes st, Truro 

Spence, James, Brighton, Fiy Proprietor. Dec 28 at 3 at offices of 
Lamb, Ship st, Brighton 

Stephenson, Edward, likley, York, Wheelwright. Dec 28 at 3 at 51, 
Market st, Bradford. Margison and Hutton, Bradford 

Stewart, James, Middlesborough, Pianoforte Dealer. Dec 28 at 10.30 
at 13, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees. Garbutt and Fawcett 

Still, James Jasper, Prince’s st, Spitalfields, Boot Manufacturer, Jan 1 
at 3 at offices of Beard and Son, Basinghall st 

Stockton, Joseph, Bucknall, Stafford, Commission Agent. Dec 22 at 
11 at offices of Griffith, Lad lane, Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Strachan, Robert, London st, Southwark, Gas Fitter, Dec 20 at 2 at 
37, Bedford row. Marsha!l 

Street, Mary Catherine, Tanbridge Wells, Kent, Bootmaker. Dec 22 
at 2 at 145, Cheapside. Stone and Simpson, Tunbridge Wells 

Suggitt, Francis, Skelton-ia-Cleveland, York, Joiner. 21 at 3 at 
Cfices of Tweedy, Silver st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Thipthorp, Thomas, Southend, Carpenter. Dec 27 at 1 at the London 
Tavern, Southend. Wood and Son, Rochford 

Thomas, Henry, and Jesse Owner, Summerhill, Tipton, Stafford, 
Tee. Dealers. Dec 21 at_2 at offices of Travis, Church lane, 

n 

Thomas, John, Lianeliy, Carmarthem, Commission Agent. Dec 22 at 

il at offices of Howell, Stepney at, Lianelly 
Dec 21 at 5 at 


Tucker, John, Penmaen Farm, Glamorgan, Farmer, 
offices of Beor and Bill, York piace, Swansea 

Vallis, Frederick, Birmingham, Tailor. Dec 23 at 11 at offices of 
Hewkes and Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 

Wagstaff, Robert, Ryde, Boiler . Jan 6 at 3 at offices 
of Sutton and Elliott, Fountein st, Manchester 

‘Wagstaff, Timothy, Boxted, Essex, Farmer. Dec 22 at 11 at offices of 
Smith, North hill, Colchester 

Wakefield, Edwin, Lyneham, Wilts, Draper. Dec 22 at 11 at the 
Crown Hotel, Wootton Bassett 

Watkin, Pontyberem, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler, Dec 
23 at 10,15 at offices of Green and Griffiths, 8t Mary st, Carmarthen 

White, Francis Edwards, Launcesion, Cornwall, Commission Agent. 
Dec 23 at 12 at offices of Bridgman, Charch lane, Tavistock 
illiams, Alfred, Birmingham, Manufacturing Jeweller. Dec 22 at 
11 at offices of Hodgson, Waterloo et, Birmin 

Wood, John James Thorpe, Terrington 8+ Clement, Norfolk, Farmer. 
Dec 28 at.\2 at offices of Nurse, 6t James st, King’s Lyon 











WITH SUPPLEMENT 1876, 
In a thick volume, feap. 8vo, price 9s., cloth, 


pie CABINET LAWYER: a Popular Dj 
d ofthe Laws of England, Civil, Criminal, and Constity 


intended for Practical Use and General Information, and adapted ee 


the Reference of Solicitors, Attorneys, Magistrates, Justices of 
Peace, Members of Parliament, and Country Gentlemen. Twentyefourth 
Edition, with Supplements giving in Alphabetical Arrangement the 
Effect of the Legislation of the Years 1874, 1875, and 1876, 
*,* The SuppLemEr comprising the Legislation of 1876 may be had 
separately, price One Shilling. 
London: Lonemans & Co. 





Just published, in crown 8vo, price 10s. 64., cloth, 


i be NEW JUDICIAL SYSTEM and CIV, 

PROCEDURE, as reconstructed under the Judicature Acta, 
including the Act of 1876; with Commezts on their Effect and Operation 
By W. F. FINLASON, Editor of ‘The Common Law Procedure Acts, 
of 1852, 1854, and 1860.’’ 

“Mr, Fi m has seized the occasion of the completion of the 
Judicature Act to publish a general work on the subject. It is eminently 
anopportune book, and Mr. Finlason has enjoyed advantagen in writing 
it which were afforded to few.”—“ Times,” Dec. 1. 


London: Lonemans & Co. 








Now ready, Secon d Edition, revised and enlarged, price 15s., 


OOD and DIETETICS physiologically and thera. 
peutically considered. By F. W. PAVY, M.D., FLR.8., Physi- 
cian to, and Lecturer on Physiology at, Guy’s Hospital. 

** A standard work of reference.””—** Luncet.”—-—** A book of firste 
rate merit.””—* Practitioner.” Very full and exhaustive through. 
out.”—* Spectator.’”——“* A work with which every educated mag 
ought to make himself familiar.””"—** Chemical News.’ 


J. & A. Cnurcwitt, and Simpxin, MarsHatt, & Co. 








LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
HENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs to 
direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the advantages 
of his long experience of upwards of thirty years, in the special in. 
sertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continueé 
Support.—N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and thestrietest 
care and promptitude assured. Officially stamped forms for advertise. 
ment and file of ** London Gazstte” kept, By appointment. 


UGBY HOTEL and RESTAURANT 
(Great James-street, Bedford-row). 
LUNCHEON BAR, COFFEE and DINING ROOMS, 
ELEGANT BILLIARD SALOON. 
Gonzalez’ SHERRIES and Geo. G. Sandeman’s PORTS drawn from 
the ORIGINAL CASKS. 


N.B.—Several well-furnished bed-rooms. 
EDE AND SON, 
ROBE Sis ie 












To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, 2C 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 

WHOLESALE AND RETAIL STATIONERS, 

192, Fleet-street, and | & 2, Chancery-lane, London, E.C. 
Carriage paid to the Country on Orders exceeding 208. 

Drar? Paper, 5s., 66. 6d., 7s. 6d,, 7s, 9d., and 9s, 9d. per ream. 

Baier Paper, 15s. 6d., 17s, 6d., and 23s. 6d. per ream. 

Foorscap Paper, 10s. 6d., 14s. 6d., and 18s, 6d. per ream. 

CRrEAM-LAID Nors, 3s., 4s,, and 5s. per ream. 

Large Caxam-Lal Note, 43, 6d., 68, 6d,, and 8s. per ream, 

Lanee Buve Nore, 3s, 6d., 4s. 6d,, and 6s. 6d, per ream. 

Env orgs, Cream on Buvs, 38, 9d,, 48. 6d., and 6s, 64, per 1000. 

Tue“ Tempte’’ Envevore, extra secure, 9s. 6d. per 1000, 

FooiscaP Orricta Envevores, ls. 9d. per 100. 

Panreipes & Ooorer’s Vettum Wove Civs-Hovsr Nore, 9s, 64. 
ream. Thisincomparable Paper has raised up a host of worthless 
imitations. Purchasers are particularly requested to observe that 
each sheet bears the fac-simile water-mark, ‘PARTRIDGE & 
COOPER’S VELLUM-WOVE CLUB-HOUSE PAPER,” without 
which none is genuine, 

jmensee Gains, Printed and Machine-ruled, 2s, 6d, each, 286. 

OZ +, ° roll, 

saceems on FouLowens, Ruled, 2s. 1d, each, 24s, per dozen, 115s. per 
roll, 

Reconps oz Memonias, 84, each, 7s. 6d. per dozen, 

Day Books, Cash Books, Letter or Minute Books 








An immense stock in various bindings. 


Dec. 16, 1876, 
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